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PLATO'S CRATYLUS 



PLATO’S CRATYLUS. 


Mr Vice-Chancellor and Members of the Senate, 

In accordance with statute, and by assignment of 
the electors, I am to-day to expound Plato’s Cratylus , 
and, in particular the three concluding chapters. In 
so doing, I shall endeavour, primarily, to show that 
this dialogue, which on the face of it deals with a 
fundamental problem of philology and is commonly 
regarded from a purely philological standpoint, makes 
important contributions to the history of philosophy, 
and marks an epoch in Plato’s philosophical develop¬ 
ment. But here, as elsewhere, the threads of Plato’s 
discourse are as closely interwoven as the plot and 
the by-plot of a well-constructed play or story : and I 
shall not be able altogether to ignore the philological 
discussion. Noram I sorry that this is so: for, though 

I am no philologist, I seem to myself, here too, to have 
something to say. 

Three persons take part in the conversation: 
Socrates, Hermogenes, and Cratylus. Socrates is 
protagonist. not the Socrates of history, the moralist 
and the dialectician who despaired of philosophy and 
science; but an idealized Socrates, a Socrates possessed 
by an intense intellectual curiosity and endowed with a 
remarkable aptitude for metaphysic,—in a word, Plato 
himself. Of the two respondents, the one, Hermogenes, 
is an unimportant member of the Socratic circle, a man 
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of good family, who, as Cratylus unkindly reminds him* 
despite his name* which signifies 1 the child of luck/ 
has tried to make money and has failed to do so. 
His eftorts in argument are, perhaps, not much more 
successful than his speculations in the agora. The 
other, Cratylus, is the belated representative of a 
bygone philosophy. Towards the end of the five 
hundreds, say forty years before the birth of Socrates, 
eighty years before the birth of Plato, a hundred and 

twenty years before this dialogue was written*_ 

Heracleitus ot Ephesus had affirmed that all things 
are in perpetual flux; that nothing is stable; that 
so-called being is but ‘becoming. Furthermore* 
he had ^ recognized that that which is in perpetual 
flux cannot be know n, and he had thus given a new 
direction to Greek thought. For, whereas hitherto 
men had learlesslv asked themselves ‘What is Beino* v 

■flP -A* Jfc jP" 

the\ now saw that another question—‘ \\ hat is Ivnow- 
ledge ? was equally important, and more pressing. 
Heracleitus theory of flux, having played its part in 
the making of thought, passed away about 500. and 
was succeeded by Parmenides’ theory of rest. From 
this came, on the one hand, the logic of Zeno of 
Elea, and on the other, the science of Empedocles, 
Anaxagoras, and the Atomists. Then, about the 
middle of the four hundreds, the old learning both 

7 o ? 

the philosophy and the science, gave way before the 
humanism of the sophists. And now, towards the end 
ot the four hundreds, Heracleiteanism reappears: but 
about its revival historians tell us little more than that 
the new Heracleiteans were more Heracleitean than 
Heracleitus himself, and that Plato, in his callow 
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youth, had from Cratylus his first lessons in philo¬ 
sophy. It is this Cratylus with whom the Platonizing 
Socrates here measures his strength. 

o 

And now I will very briefly trace the argument of 
the dialogue. Primarily and ostensibly, it deals with 
the question—* Wherein does the rightness of names 
consist?’ Cratylus and Hermogenes entertain rival 
theories, and Socrates moderates between them. Ac¬ 
cording to Cratylus, each thing has a name naturally 
appropriated to it; that is to say, a name which carries 
in its etymology a description of the thing named, and 
thus of right belongs to it, and to it alone: the natural 
rightness of the name is the same for Creeks and 
Barbarians alike : appellations which depend on con¬ 
vention only are not names. According to Hermo¬ 
genes, the thing has its name, not by nature, but 1 >\ 
law or custom: its rightness is a mere matter of 
convention: names may be changed at pleasure by 
the community and by the individual. The rival 
theories having been stated. Socrates proceeds to 
cross-examine, and Hermogenes is his first respon¬ 
dent. The outcome of their conversation is, not so 
much a criticism of Hermogenes’ contention, as rather 
a provisional statement of the position which Socrates 
takes up against Cratylus, his real opponent: and that 
position may be formulated as follows. Just as a 
proposition purports to describe a fact, but may re¬ 
present it either truly or falsely, so a name purports 
to declare and distinguish the reality or nature of a 

. ' ng .' ^ ut the descr 'P«on which the name affords may 
be ether true or false. In this sense things have 

names naturally appropriated to them: and accordingly 
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the name-giver is, not, as Hermogenes supposes, any 
casual person, but an artist or professional, who, having 
the natural name in view, expresses the thing in suit¬ 
able letters and syllables. Nevertheless, so long as 
the reality of the thing is duly expressed, name-givers 
in framing names may make use of different sounds 
in Greece and in Barbaria. Having laid down these 
principles, Socrates proceeds to illustrate and apply 
them in particular instances, and, for each of a con¬ 
siderable number of words, propounds an etymology— 
or, it may be, etymologies—declaratory of the nature 
of the thing named. In the course of these particular 
investigations it appears that some names are more 
right than others; that different combinations of letters 
may be used to describe the same nature ; that for the 
sake of euphony, by way of ornament, and through the 
lapse of time, letters may be added, substituted, or 
dropped, and accents and breathings may be altered; 
that the hopes and the opinions of the name-giver 
may affect his nomenclature,—for example, very many 
names seem to presume the theory of flux; and, finally, 
that in these ways many names, originally significant 
of the natures of the things, have been so completely 
transformed that they are now absolutely unintelligible, 
or even suggest wholly different natures. Indeed it 
would almost seem that any name may be fitted to any 
thing. In default of etymological explanation, some 
words may perhaps be regarded as loans from bar¬ 
barous languages : but plainly this is no explanation, 
just as it is no explanation to say that a name has a 
divine origin, or that its origin is lost in the mists of 
antiquity. 
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Thus far, certain primary names, such as iov, peou, 

Biov, eyov, —‘going,’ ‘flowing,’ ‘binding,’ ‘staying,’— 

have been taken for granted : but, manifestly, if the 

theory is to hold its own, these primaries also should 

have a natural rightness, and must be interpreted 

through their component letters. How are we then 

to connect the elementary' characteristics of primary 

things with the elementary letters which occur in 
primary' names ? 

If we were to be deprived of speech, we should 
indicate things and their actions—for example, a horse 
galloping by' imitating the thing and its action with 
our own persons. Even so, thinks Socrates, in speech, 
we indicate certain sorts of action by imitating them 
with the vocal parts of the person, that is to say, the 
mouth and the tongue ; and then the sounds produced 
by those imitative movements of the mouth and tongue 
are associated with, and signify', the several sorts of 
action. For example, the letter pu>, which is produced 
by a quaking movement of the tongue, is found in 
words indicative of movement, such as rp^eiv, pot), 
Tpo/ios, Tpa^us, iptiKetv —‘run,’ ‘rush,’ ‘tremble,’ ‘rough,’ 
rend : \ap./ 3 Sa, since in producing the sound the 
tongue slips,^appears in words which imply slipping ; 
SeXra and rad, sounds which we make by pressing and 
squeezing the tongue against the teeth, occur in words 
which describe hindrance and stoppage; ydppa, a 

sound produced when the tongue slips and is arrested 
“ common in such words as y L w „, yijg 

glutinous’: and so forth, for I do not care to rr G 
through the whole of Plato’s list. 

In short, the sounds produced by certain move- 
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ments of the vocal organs are associated with similar 
movements in general: out of these rudimentary sounds 
are built up primary names to represent things of which 
certain movements are characteristic: and, finally, out 
of the primary names, secondary, derivative, names 
are constructed to denote other things. But we are 
warned, first, that, even if the name-giver rightly 
apprehended and adequately expressed the charac¬ 
teristics of the thing, euphony, ornamentation, and 
time, mav have obscured his meaning; and, secondlv, 
that the name-giver may have been wrong in his 
characterization, or clumsy in the expression of it: so 
that the name as we have it does not necessarily show 
how the name-giver conceived the thing, and certainly 
must not be assumed to describe it correctly. 

At this point Cratylus takes Hermogenes’ place as 
respondent. Cratylus has already heard about these 
things from others, and thought about them for him¬ 
self. and he is ready to give a general assent to 
Socrates’ exposition. In particular, he holds with 
Socrates, that the rightness ot a name consists in its 
declaration ot the nature ot the thing, and that names 
exist with a view to such declaration i that there is an 
art of naming; and that there are persons who practise 
that art. Further, the theory of the equivalence ot 
letters and actions, which apparently is new to him, 
receives his cordial approval : and the remark that 
verv many names signify movement, obviously flatters 
his Heracleitean prepossessions. There is however one 
element in Socrates’ system which Cratylus emphatic¬ 
ally disallows. He cannot admit that some name-givers 
are more skiltul than others, and that, according!}, 
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some names are better, others worse. All names, he 
thinks, are good : appellations which are not good, are 
not names. For example, Hermocrates—‘ bortunatus, 
or ‘Felix’—is not the name of the unlucky speculator 
who bears it: it is the name of some one who has 



prospered in life. In a word, Cratylus regards a f; 
proposition as non-significant, and, in like manner, an 
inappropriate name as an empty sound. Socrates re¬ 
plies at length, and by a careful and cogent argument 
obliges Cratylus to confess that he has nothing to say 
for himself. But, though silenced, he is not convinced. 

Socrates drops the matter, and turns to another. 
He gets Cratylus to admit that in the word 
‘hardness,’ the letter Xa/i/ 3 Sa, which suggests ‘soft¬ 
ness,’ is out of place, and that it is in virtue of custom 
or convention that he and Socrates understand one 
another when this word is used between them. But 
again, though silenced, Cratylus is not convinced. 1 !e 
still thinks that the name of a thing, not only purported 
in the first instance to describe the thing, but also, if 
it is a. name, continues to do so. No, says Socrates 
firmly . the name indicates the thing whether the 
components of the name recall or do not recall tin* 
things characteristics: and, if this is so, we must needs 
acknowledge that it is not the likeness of the name to 

the thing which makes the name indicative of it, bin 
custom or convention. 

In the argument which I have summarized, Cratvlus 
is routed at every turn. 




, . g so > nis persistence 

m the assertion of what is indefensible, can only mean 

t at the dogma in question was seriously entertained 

y t e real Cratylus. In other words, the theory that 
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names, if they really are names and not mere sounds, 
represent the nature or reality of things, must be 
regarded as an article of the later Heracleiteanism. 

o 

Hereupon the attentive reader asks himself—‘ How is 
it that this dogma finds a place in a philosophy which 
did so much—perhaps more than any other—to over¬ 
throw the old philosophy and the old science, and 
to bring about the sceptical crisis and the humanist 
triumph of the middle of the four hundreds ? Why is 
it that the representative of this revolutionary philo- 
soohv is so keenlv interested in the retention of this 
particular philosopheme ?' In the study of human 
intelligence, as in the study ot physical development, 
difficulties, exceptions, anomalies, are always of supreme 
importance to the inquirer, not only because, in Plato’s 
phrase, they are ‘ provocative of thought,’ but also 
because they indicate that something hitherto ignored 
is an element in the problem. With this remark, I 

take up again my summary at 433 d. 

Tell me next, savs Socrates, what it is that names 
do. Thev convey information, says Cratylus. He 

j * 

who knows names, knows also, in virtue of their re¬ 
semblance to things, the things which they represent; 
and this is true, not only of one who learns from 
another, but also of one who discovers for himself: 
the study ot names is the best, and the only, way of 
investi 1 r atin£T things. An insecure procedure, replies 
Socrates : tor plainly the original name-giver framed 
the name in accordance with his conception of the 
thing, and his conception may have been erroneous. 
No, says Cratylus: the name-giver had knowledge; 
as I have already explained, appellations not based 
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upon knowledge are not names : and that the name- 
giver has done his work correctly, appears in the 
consistency of his nomenclature: you yourself re¬ 
marked that his names are framed on the same 
principle and point to the same conclusion, the theory 
of flux. That, retorts Socrates, is no justification : it 
is quite conceivable that the name-giver started from 
a wrong principle, and then framed all his names in 
accordance with it: moreover, it may be doubted 
whether all names are thus consistent: hitherto we 
ha\ e supposed that the significance of names depends 
upon the principle of flux; for example, at 412 a, we 
conjectured, in accordance with the theory of flux, that 
emo'trifj.r) was derived from £ 77 * 0 /iac and ought to be 
pronounced with an aspirate, cTrwmfp.^ ; but it is just 
as plausible to derive it, in accordance with the theory 
of rest, from tfVnjp: and a host of words which we 
have explained by the theory of flux may be quite as 
'veil explained by the theory of rest. A majority of 
etymologies, says Cratylus, point to the theory of flux 

Socrates scoffs at this appeal to statistics, and Cratylus 
has nothing to say in its defence. 



through names that things can be 

giver could not know things, so long 
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as there were no names through which to know them. 
Surelv it is obvious that realities must be studied in 
themselves, and not in names, which are at best copies 

of them. 

Having by this time completely overborne the 
resistance of Cratvlus, Socrates proceeds at 4 o 9 ® 
dispute, not indeed the theory of flux, but the theory 
that flux is universal. There are, he thinks, such 
things as a self-beautiful, and a self-good, and other 
like "unities: and, whereas particular things which are 
beautiful and particular things which are good, being 
subject to flux, are also respectively unbeautiful and 
evil, the self-beautiful and the self-good are always 
true to their natures. Now, that which is in flux 
cannot be known because it is not a stable, deter¬ 
minate, object: and, it flux is universal, there can be 
no knowledge whatever, because, ex hypothesi, there 
is no stable, determinate, subject. On the other hand, 
if there is a subject which knows, and an object which 
is known, the beautiful, the good, and the other 
un jties. — if they are that object,—must needs be 



exempt from flux. It is no easy matter, thinks 
Socrates, to choose between these alternate es. 
it is irrational to rely upon names for a proof that 
flux is universal. Cratvlus makes a final declara¬ 
tion of loyalty to Heracleitus. and so the dialogue 

ends. , _ . 

What then is Plato's moral? In the Cratylus, as 

in other dialogues, he is at no pains to set out explicitly 

the lesson which he desires to inculcate. But this 

much is clear: he invites us to choose between two 

theories : the theory of the Heracleiteans that flux is 
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universal, which theory, he thinks, makes knowledge 
impossible; and his own theory, that, distinct from 
things which are in flux and unknowable, there are 
existent unities, such as the self-beautiful and the 
self-good, which, being stable, are capable of being 


known. 

In other words, whereas Cratylus maintains that 
all things are in flux, and unknowable in themselves, 
but nevertheless knowable through their names, Plato, 
—holding that sensible things are in flux and therefore 
unknowable, but denying Cratylus’ theory of know¬ 
ledge,—in order that there may be objects of know¬ 
ledge, postulates eternal, immutable, unities, distinct 
from the transient, mutable, pluralities of sense. That 
is to say, he enunciates what was, alike in the republic 
and in the Timaeus , the fundamental proposition of his 
theory of ideas : and he comes to this fundamental 
proposition in exactly the way which Aristotle describes 
in the metaphysics , M iv; “the supporters of the theory 
of ideas, says Aristotle, “ were brought to it by 
their acceptance of the Heracleitean principle that all 
sensibles are in perpetual flux, so that if there is to 
be any knowledge of any thing or any understanding, 
there must needs be, distinct from natures which are 
sensible, other natures which are stable.” I can 
imagine no better or clearer statement of the result 
reached in the Cratylus than these sentences of 

Aristotle’s. It is possible that he was thinking of 
the Cratylus as he wrote them. 

In thls dialogue then the two contemporary philo¬ 
sophies are brought face to face, and accordingly 
I shall have something to say about its bearings 
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upon both of them. In discussing its relations to 
Heracleiteanism, I shall in some sort pursue an old 
track, inasmuch as Ferdinand Lassalle, the socialist— : 
Mr Meredith’s tragic comedian—and other scholars of 
repute, have recognized the importance of the Cratylus 
as an authority for that philosophy. Nevertheless, if 
I am not mistaken, my conclusions are new. In 
discussing the relations of the Cratylus to Platonism, 
I shall be altogether on my own ground, as I hope 
to be able to determine the place which the dialogue 
occupies in the cycle of Plato's writings, and thus 
to add something to results which I have already 
published in a series of papers upon the development 

of his philosophical system. 

The two philosoph ies come into conflict over three 
matters : the origin and the significance of names, the 
false proposition, and, knowledge. About all three 
controversies something must now be said. 

First, of nomenclature. On the strength of Plato’s 
evidence in this dialogue, we are, I think, warranted 
in supposing that, according to the Heracleiteans, 
names had their rightness by nature and not by con¬ 
vention, so that names properly so called carried in 
their etymologies a description of the things named: 
and further that they tried to escape from the obvious 
difficulties of this theory by saying that appellations 
which were not descriptive of the things with which 
they were associated were not names. It is, I think, 
also clear that for a justification of this last dogma 
they relied upon the analogs of the false proposition, 
which they supposed to be non-significant I gather 
further that they had no hypothesis to explain how 



Plato's Cratylus 


15 


primary names were invented, and that their theory of 
names was very far from complete. 

On the other hand, Plato’s theory of the oris/in 

* o 

and the significance of names is, at any rate, a serious, 
sober, reasoned, speculation. I do not know what 
philologists think of his explanation of root sounds : 
but, in my ignorance, I have sometimes fancied that 
he had hit upon, not indeed the whole truth, but a part 
of it. W hilst however the theory of names was offered 


as a solid contribution to knowledge, the etymological 
illustrations were meant to be as farcical as indeed 
the} are. The whole tenor of the exposition proves 
it. The facility with which etymologies are extem¬ 
porized ; Socrates surprise at his own proficiency ; his 
alternative solutions; the audacity—no, the impudence, 
—of his conjectures,—let me remind you that he de¬ 
rives the two genitives of Zeus, Aid's and Zipo's from 
St ’ hv lijv, ‘through whom is life,’ cu^tto?, ‘man,’ 
from avadpel b onco-nre, ‘ he observes what he has seen,’ 
and iviavros and ero s , ‘year,’ from eV avr? ifrrdCov. 
because ‘the year in its course tests the value of its 
crops’;—the inspiration derived from Euthyphro, a 
wooden, self-righteous, egotistical, prig, who is gibbeted 
to all time in another dialogue;—all these things in- 
c icate that Plato sets no store by the whimsicalities 
which he pours out. Then again at 406 c he expressly 
speaks of his efforts as ‘playful,’ and at 42611 he 
characterizes his equations of particular sounds with 
particular actions as ‘riotous and ridiculous.’ And 
there are other passages which I might adduce, if 
h.s were the proper place for details. But. above all 
COnsiderat ions there is one which seems to me 
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decisive. Plato’s argument requires that the etymo¬ 
logies offered should be fanciful. His contention is 
that the meaning of the name-giver, such as that 
meaning was, is disguised, destroyed, perverted, by 
additions, subtractions, substitutions. Now, if he had 
believed in his etymologies, they would have been so 
many instances to rebut this contention. In truth, 
whilst he recognized that in making names men start 
from names already in use, he had little faith in 
philological retrospects; and I very much fear that 
he would have mistrusted some of the results of 
modern philological inquiry. But perhaps I am doing 
him a wrong : for he was a man of an open mind. 

The theory ot the false proposition plays only a 
subordinate part in the conversation. Forced to ac¬ 
knowledge that there are some appellations which do 
not describe, Cratylus refuses to call them names: 
they are, he thinks, empty sounds : and, in justification 
of this view, he compares the non-descriptive appella¬ 
tion to the false proposition which he supposes to be 
non-significant. It mav seem strange that serious 

o * o 

thinkers should have been under any delusion in such 
a matter: but we must always remember that in the 
four hundreds the Greeks had very little logic, and 
that that little was all of it very bad. Seemingly in 
this particular matter Plato was never in any per¬ 
plexity : but even Plato did not see his way through 
another logical puzzle, the paradox of relation, until he 
had sown his philosophical wild oats. 

I come next to the theory of knowledge. At 435 r>, 
where the distinctively philosophical inquiry begins, 
we learn for the first time the real significance of the 
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Heracleitean theory of names. Thus far we know 
only that, according to Cratylus, a name properly 
so called carries in its etymology a description of the 
thing signified. We now find that, whereas he is not 
prepared to trust the testimony of the senses, he is 
willing to accept the etymological analysis of the name 
as evidence of the nature or reality of the thing. 
Probably he thought that, whereas the impressions 
of sense are transient, mutable, particular, the name 
represents that which is permanent, stable, general. 
Possibly he fancied that, in thus relying upon the 
etymological analysis of names, he was obeying his 
master’s injunctions : £i>v v6a> Xlyovras Icrvvpi^ecrOai 
X/nj T<p fjvvcp vdvT(i>v — * if you would speak with under¬ 
standing, you must in all things insist upon that which 
is general,’ and tov Xoyov eovros ^vvov £coovcnv oi ttoXXol 
os tSbjv l^ot'res <j>p6vT)<riv —‘ whereas reason is general, 
most men behave as though they had each a separate 
intelligence.’ It appears further from the concluding 
sentences of the dialogue that Cratylus used his theory 

ed^e to justify his conviction of the univer¬ 
sality of flux. Such is the theory of knowledge to 

vhich Plato opposed his theory of eternal, immutable, 
unities, called ideas. 

Hitherto, in speaking of these three Heracleitean 
philosophemes, I have been content to ascribe them 
to Cratylus. That they were entertained by him, is 
proved abundantly by my text. But did they originate 
with him in the late four hundreds ? or did'he inherit 
them ironi Heiacleitus himself, the man of the previous 
century ? On reBection 1 think that they cannot go 
back to the time of the old Ephesian. Let us con- 
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sider them severally. It is true that Heracleitus 
propounds some hazardous etymologies: but it is a 
long step from these occasional escapades to the 
sweeping declaration—‘ All names have their right* 
ness by nature and not by convention.’ Again, the 
men of the five hundreds had not begun to trouble 
their heads about logic, and were not in a position 
either to conceive or to misconceive the false pro¬ 
position. Indeed it was not before 470 that the 
Eleatic Zeno began to puzzle himself and others with 
certain paradoxes of logic, and I can see no reason for 
imagining that any one had anticipated his perverse 
but fruitful ingenuitv. Nor can I believe that Hera- 

o v 

cleitus saw in etymology the one road to the discovery 
of truth. He may have appealed to names in illustration 
or justification of his opinions. Indeed it is said that 
he derived £rjv ‘ to live ’ from l<€iv ‘ to boil/ and saw in 
this etvmoloev a confirmation of his choice of fire to be 

* O J 

the fundamental principle; and in a fragment which 
I have already quoted, he seems to connect £vv£, 

* general ’ as opposed to ‘ particular ’ with £i>v va>, ‘ with 
understanding.’ It is possible that he saw in names, 
as Aristotle saw in proverbs, records of the results of 
experience. But I can hardly think that he was so 
far in advance of his time as to propound the dogma 
‘ Things mav be known through their names and in no 

O > " 

other wav.’ He is. no doubt, a great figure in the 
history of thought, inasmuch as the theory of flux gave 
a new set to speculation, and suggested the question 
‘What is Knowledge?’ But asking the question is 
one thing ; answering it, however ill, is another: and I 
doubt whether the man of sombre humour, sententious 
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maxims, and mystical phrases—the Heracleitus whom 
we know in the fragments—could have conceived such 
a solution. Moreover, if he had offered it, it must 
needs have left its mark upon the thought of the four 
hundreds: and it has not done so. Finally, it is 
to be observed that Plato never makes Heracleitus 
personally responsible for the doctrine, and that 
Aristotle, in the passage which I have quoted and in 
another to the same effect, is equally cautious. For 
these reasons I am inclined to think that the three 
Heracleitean theories which Plato criticizes in the 
body of the dialogue are to be attributed, not to 
Heracleitus, but to Cratylus: and consequently that 
the neo-Heracleiteanism of Cratylus ought to have, 

what at present is not conceded to it, a distinct place 
in the history of Greek thought. 

And now I pass to the question which remains_ 

‘ How does the Cratylus bear upon Platonism ? ’ As 
we have seen, the dialogue concludes with a declaration 
that, inasmuch as sensibles are in perpetual flux and 
therefore unknowable, if there is any knowledge, there 
must needs be existences other than sensibles to be its 
objects: and Aristotle assures us that this proposition 
was the very foundation of the theory of ideas. Plainly 
this is in some sort an answer to my question. But 
the theory of ideas appears in many dialogues, and 
there are obvious diversities in their presentation of it. 
This being so, it is necessary to ascertain what stage 
in the development of the doctrine our dialogue re¬ 
presents, and with what other dialogues it is to be 
associated. 

Of all who have occupied themselves with philo- 
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sophy, Plato seems to have been the most progressive. 
For myself, I find it necessary to distinguish in his 
writings five successive phases: 

First, in his Socratic period, Plato is content like 
his master to aim at the more exact definition of ethical 
terms with a view to greater consistency in conduct 

Secondly, striking out a line for himself, he pro¬ 
ceeds to criticize contemporary theories of education, 
and, incidentally, recognizes certain really existent 
unities—the self-beautiful, the self-good, and others. 
That is to say. whereas we perpetually refer beautiful 
things to what, after him, we still call an ‘ ideal ’ 
standard, and on the strength of the reference pro¬ 
nounce them unbeautiful in this or that respect, 
Plato conceives the ideal standard, which is eternal, 
immutable, perfect, to be the sole reality, whereof 
perishable, mutable, imperfect, beauties are, in the 
language of Goethe, no more than “ likenesses.” This 

O o 

is the rudiment, but only the rudiment, of the theory 
of ideas. At present no attempt is made to determine 
the content of the world of real existences, or to 
explain the particular’s participation in the idea. To 
this period belong the Phaedrus and the symposium. 

Thirdly, he develops the rudimentary conception 
of eternally existent unities into a system capable of 
affording answers to the three great questions—‘What 
is Being?' ‘What is Knowledge?’ ‘What is Predica- 
tion ?’: and in view ot the last of the three, he now 
adds to the fundamental assumption two supplementary 
articles; first, wherever there is a common term there is 
an idea, secondly, this idea is present or immanent in 
each particular. To this period, the period of the 
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earlier theory of ideas, belong the reptiblic and the 
Phaedo. 

Fourthly, in a group of six dialogues culminating 
in the great dialogue called Timaeus for which my 
friend Mr Archer Hind has done so much, Plato 
criticizes his earlier theory, clears up without the aid 
of the theory of ideas the logical difficulties which had 
determined the subordinate articles of the previous 
period, and reconstitutes his system. He now postu¬ 
lates ideas of the cosmos, the heavenly bodies, the 
four elements, of animal and vegetable species, and 
of nothing else : each such idea is now a thought of 
universal mind, and the particulars are imitations of it 
in matter. In this period it is no longer supposed that 
men can attain to the direct knowledge of the ideas. 
Like the mysterious “mothers” of the Second Part 
of Faust, they are divinities enthroned in loneliness, 
having about them neither space nor time, indescrib¬ 
able : but their existence is, according to Plato, an 
assurance that there are natural kinds which may be 
studied scientifically with a view to the discovery of 

their resemblances and their differences. This is the 
later theory of ideas. 

In the fifth period, that of the laws, Plato reverts 

to the moral and social problems which had occupied 

his thoughts in middle life, and propounds an elaborate 
scheme of legislation. 

To which of these periods then, does the Cratylus 
belong ? Not to the first, which is pre-metaphysical; 
nor to the last which is post-metaphysical. Not to the 
second, the period of the Phaedrus and the symposium : 
or m t ose dialogues Plato comes to the conception of 
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immutable and perfect unities from the point of view 
of ethics and aesthetics, and has as yet no thought 
of them as the objects of knowledge, whereas the 
immutable and perfect unities of the Cratylus are 
postulated simply and solely that knowledge may be 
possible. Not to the fourth period, in which, assuming 
that the fundamental proposition of his theory no 
longer needs to be justified, Plato reconstitutes his 
subordinate articles, and in particular retracts his 
previous recognition of ideas of qualities and the 
products of art: for in the Cratylus the fundamental 
proposition is announced as a novelty, and the only 
unities named, the shuttle, the beautiful, the good, are, 
one of them a product of art, and the other two, 
qualities. 

It only remains to suppose that the Cratylus 
belongs to the third period, the period of the republic 
and the Phaedo : and when we bring it into juxta¬ 
position with those dialogues, the harmony is complete. 
In all three, ideas of qualities are prominent, but there 
are ideas also of substances: and in all three the ideas 
are the objects, the sole objects, of knowledge. And 
I think that we may go a step further and say, not 
only that the Cratylus belongs to the same period as 
the republic and the Phaedo , but also that, in the 
order of thought, it precedes them. For the Cratylus 
enforces the fundamental proposition, and has no re¬ 
ference to the two supplementary articles, whereas the 
republic and the Phaedo develop, each of them, one 
of the two supplementary articles, and take the funda¬ 
mental proposition for granted. In a word, the 
Cratylus, the republic, and the Phaedo, seem to me 
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to mark the central point in Plato's intellectual de¬ 
velopment. Hitherto, he has been an educator with 
philosophical proclivities: in these dialogues he de¬ 
clares for philosophy : and in the succeeding period, 
the period of the six dialogues, he writes as a 
philosopher for philosophers. 

In further proof that the Cratylus belongs to the 
same period as the republic and the Phaedo , I may 
appeal to a passage in the sophist , 24S n. Here, 
frankly criticizing himself, Plato remarks that, ac¬ 
cording to his earlier doctrine, soul knows, existence 
is known : and the tenour of the passage suggests that 
he has in his eye some previous pronouncement to this 
effect, \\ e have exactly such a pronouncement in the 

Cratylus at 440 b : and, as the early doctrine criticized 

* 

in the sophist is demonstrably the doctrine of the 
Phaedo, it follows that the Cratylus must be ranked 

ue and its fellow, the republic . 

In conclusion, Mr Vice-Chancellor, permit me to 
say a tew words in reply to a reproach which may con- 
ceivably be urged, primarily against Plato, secondarily, 
in so far as I am a student of his writings, against 
myself. How is it, it may not unfairly be asked,— 
how is it, that, it Plato was a great philosopher, there 
can be doubt about the interpretation of his writings ? 
and if there is doubt about the interpretation of his 
writings, is it worth while to spend time and trouble 
upon them ? I am glad to have an opportunity of 
speaking, however briefly, to these two questions. 

Three principal causes have contributed to make 
a mystery of Plato’s teaching. In the first place, he 
wrote, not so much records for posterity, as rather 






s 
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that the teacher should elicit and suggest rather than 
inculcate and dogmatize, he was careful always so 
to frame those exercises that they should stimulate 
thought and require trom the reader an earnest and 
a conscious eftort. Thus in the earlier dialogues he 
prepares the way for definitions, but refrains from 
formulating them : and in the later, the conversational 
form tasks the best energies of a serious student; and 
when that student has mastered the dialogue before 
him, it still remains to coordinate it with others. In 
fact, like the god of the farmer in Virgil, Plato ‘did 

not mean the road to be easv.’ 

/ 

Secondly, metaphysic was, as has been well said, 
no more than a brief interlude in the history of Greek 
thought. It began with Plato, and it ended with 
Plato. His nephew Speusippus, who succeeded him as 
head of the Academy, was a biologist who cared for 
none of these things, and did not even trouble himself 
about the foundations of his own science. Xenocrates, 
who followed Speusippus, was an amiable moralist who, 
out of piety, taught Plato’s philosophy, but did not 
understand it. Then came other moralists, and after 
them epistemologists sceptically inclined. Thus with¬ 
in the school there was no one to preserve an intelligent 
tradition. It is true that Aristotle, who, had he been 
at Athens when Speusippus died in 339, might have 
succeeded him as scholarch, had a better understanding 
ot Plato: but, not unnaturally, he was more careful to 

w 

explain his dissent from his master s teaching than to 
record or interpret it. We have then very little help 
from tradition. 
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Thirdly, as I have already said, Plato was beyond 
all other thinkers progressive, and his writings repre¬ 
sent different phases of his intellectual development. 
There are indeed some who deny the progression : but 
they are reduced to strange shifts. Either they reject 
certain important dialogues as spurious, or they set 
them aside as mere dialectical exercises, or perhaps 
they fall back upon the dictum which the late Dr Jowett 
thought conclusive against myself—“ We must not 
intrude upon Plato either a system or a technical 
language. The sure testimony of Aristotle is decisive 


against such evasions. 


it then, as appears, Plato’s 
system grew under his hand, it becomes necessary 
for us to ascertain the sequence of his writings, and un¬ 
luckily the external evidence is wholly insufficient for the 
purpose. These three things, the peculiarity of Plato’s 
exposition, the failure of tradition, and our ignorance 
about the order of his writings, adequately explain how 
it is that there is a mystery about Plato’s teaching. 
That the mystery is not inexplicable, I am convinced. 

In answer to the other question, ‘ If there is doubt 
about the interpretation of Plato’s writings, is it worth 
whde to spend time and trouble upon them ? ’, I can 
speak only for myself. Most certainly I do not’repent 
time and trouble given to the study of Plato. For he 
speaks to me in more ways than one. I am a student 
of Greek literature: and in my opinion, of all who 
have used that wonderful instrument, that instrument 
of many strings, the prose of Athens in the three 
undreds, I know of none who can take precedence 
of him. Again, from early years it has been my 
usmess to teach, I like teaching, I have no desire 
to cease to teach : and. as teacher 1 remanize in the 
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republic , as Jean Jacques Rousseau did, “the finest 
treatise on education ever written.” Then again, 
wholly apart from philosophy strictly so called, Plato 
was interested in questions which from his time to our 
own were in abeyance, and have come up again within 
our own memories, questions about the consequences 
of over-population, about the effect of the healing art 
upon the race, about the use and the abuse of athletics, 
about social privileges and limitations, about the 
severities of war, and the like : and in dealing with 
them he seems to me, always original, always judicious, 
always suggestive. Finallv, though to most men of 

J OO d ^ 

my time metaphysical truth is an aspiration rather 
than an end, Plato in his later years propounded a 
scheme to explain the unity of our manifold cosmos, 
which seems to me even now to deserve consideration. 
In a word, if Socrates is the master of those who 
teach, and Aristotle the master of those who know, 
then Plato is the master of those who think. 

Mr V ice-Chancellor and Members of the Senate, 
my task is done. I am aware that to man\ of m\ 
hearers my theme may have seemed uninteresting, 
and, possibly, unimportant: and I beg leave to make 
my apologies. My excuse is that for many years the 
study of the development of Greek thought has been 
my professional hobby; and that I have thought it 
proper, on this occasion, to bring before the Senate 
results obtained, but not yet published, in the subject 
which, both in teaching and in writing, I have tried to 
make in an especial sense my own. For myself, my 
faith is that no inquiry is uninteresting, or unimportant, 
or in any way unworthy, provided that it is pursued 
methodically and with a view to the discovery of truth. 



JAMES ADAM 
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ku'i (Twtia jx€i r irdvrtav €7T€rat Oavdrm Trtfncruivu , 

8' tTt A enrtr at atturo? ci&oAw'* to yap kttl fxttvoi' 

^ 0 1 jp| jf 

€K accoi' - cvoa 0€ 7rpaflr<T<HT0>v f.MA€QW , ara/j cvoorrcrrrm' 

€V TToAAcnV OF€t^>Ot9 

Scikwot T€p7nw ttfaepTrourav xoActtuiv T€ K^ttrii'. 

Pindar, fragment 131 Bergk. 


The body of all men is subject to all-powerful death , 
but alive there yet remains an image of the Irving 

man; for that alone is 

from the gods . It sleeps when the limbs are active, 

but to them that sleep in many a dream 
it revealeth an award of joy or sorrmv drawing near. 


I propose in the present lecture to invite your atten¬ 
tion to part of a remarkable fragment of Pindar’s dirges, 
preserved by Plutarch in his Consolatio ad ApolIonium'. 
It has long been recognised that the Pindaric dirges 
introduce us to a circle of ideas to which Greek poetry 
is hitherto a stranger, although parallels are to be found 
in Orphic eschatology and to a certain extent also in 
the fragments of Heraclitus. From whatever source 
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Pindar ma\ havc derived His conception of tHe future 
world, and he certainly did not evolve it out of his 
inner consciousness and nothing else, the power of 
poetry to refine and purify religious sentiment has 
never been better illustrated than by the poet who 
throughout his whole career believed himself the chosen 
servant of Apollo, the god of religious and prophetical 
as well as of poetical inspiration. My object, however, 
is not to discuss the origin of these beliefs: it is rather 
to trace from Pindar to Plato the gradual development 
and progressive intellectualisation of one of the beliefs 
contained in the particular fragment which I have put 
into your hands, and incidentally, perhaps, to remark 
upon its significance in connexion with later develop¬ 
ments in Poetry, Philosophy, and Religion. 

A word or two is necessary with reference to the 
translation, alcjv, which I have taken as 'the living 
man,’ means simply ‘ life.’ Pindar is using the abstract 
for the concrete. In my opinion Christ is grievously 
wrong when he explains the word by aevi sempiterni , 
* eternity ’: aiwv is never so used by Pindar. In the 
last line xpLo-iv means ‘ adjudication,’ as icpivo> in a 
passage of the Pythians means ‘ adjudge 1 ’: 

T019 OUT€ votrros O/Aok 
iTraX/TTvos cv ITt’tftaoi Kpiurj : 

‘To them, at the Pythian festival, no such glad return 
to home was adjudged': 

but the specific reference in our fragment, as Boeckh 
and other editors have pointed out, is doubtless to the 
adjudication of joy and sorrow at the judgment of the 


1 8. 83. 
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dead. Pindar recognises such a judgment in the second 
Olympian 1 , and implicitly also in other fragments of his 
dpT)voit describing the bliss that awaits the pious, and 
the torments in store for the wicked. Anyone who 
reads the fragments of the dp^voi side by side will 
agree, I think, that Kpiaiv is to be understood in this 
way. 

Let us now turn our attention to the ideas which 
Pindar’s words embody. We note to begin with the 
survival of the old Homeric notion of the soul as the 
shadow of the living self. The soul of Patroclus, you 
remember, appeared to Achilles in a vision of the night, 

‘ in all things like to the man himself, in stature and 
fair eyes and voice, and the raiment on his body was 
the same 3 . So far, therefore, we are entirely on 
Homeric ground. But the rest of the passage belongs 
to a stratum of ideas which is unlike anything to be 
found in the Iliad or Odyssey. In the first place, the 
soul is said to be of divine descent; secondly, this 
kinship with the gods is cited as a ground for believing 
in immortality to yap eori povov in deojv, the first indi¬ 
cation, I believe, in Greek literature of a definite argu¬ 
ment for this belief, such as Plato afterwards developed 
in the Phaedo ; and thirdly, the fundamental idea in 
the last two lines, the idea of which the premonitory 
vision of the day of judgment is one particular applica¬ 
tion, is that during life, so long as we are awake and 
conscious, the soul is asleep, but when the body is laid 
to rest, the soul awakes and reveals to us in visions of 
the night that which in our waking moments we cannot 
see. It is the first of these conceptions, that of the 

1 2 ‘ 59 ‘ 2 130, 132, 133 Bergk. 


3 IL 23. 66. 
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celestial origin of the soul, with whose development in 

Greek literature down to Plato I wish at present to 

deal; but we shall find that the other two ideas are 

closely bound up with it, and sometimes make their 

appearance in writers by whom the soul’s divinity is 
affirmed. 

^ Pmdar, as in Heraclitus, a thinker with whom 
the poet has other points in common besides obscurity, 
the celestial origin of the soul is still, what it primarily 
was, a predominantly religious belief; but the germs of 
a philosophical interpretation are already discernible 
when the poet deliberately founds his faith in immor¬ 
tality upon this doctrine, and also when by means of it 
he explains the possibility of divination during sleep. 
The particular idea involved in the latter part of the 
passage before us, reappears not only in the Republic of 
Plato 1 but also in an Aristotelian fragment, where we 
are told that ‘ whenever the soul is alone and by itself 
in sleep, it recovers its proper nature,’ that is, of course, 
its celestial nature, ‘and divines and prophesies the 
future 2 ’; and the same idea lies at the root of the 
Stoic philosophy of divination. Nor is it. indeed, 
unknown in modern psychological thought. Pindar’s 
description.of the soul in this passage bears an obvious 
and striking resemblance to Mr Myers’ theory of the 
subconscious or subliminal self, which, according to 
the hypothesis of Professor James, is the medium of 
communication between the soul and that hieher or 

o 

transcendental region which he calls God : nor did the 
analogy escape Mr Myers, for he chooses the Pindaric 
fragment as the heading of his chapter on Sleep 3 . 

2 frag . 12. 3 Human Personality , Vol. Ip. 121. 


1 IX 572 A. 
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In his Ingersoll lecture, again, Professor James makes 
the existence of this subliminal self the basis of an 
argument for immortality, precisely as Pindar says : 
•for this alone is from the gods.’ The possibility of 
a philosophical development ot the Pindaric notion is 
also, I think, involved in another passage of Pindar. 
\ ou will observe that here it is simply ypv^ij —soul in 
the old Homeric sense, or not much more—that comes 
from the gods. In the sixth Nemean, however, after 
emphatically proclaiming the original unity of men and 
gods ev at'&pa>v, ee 9 ea>v yevo ,'—Pindar suggests that 
perhaps the point in which we resemble the immortals 
is in mind or reason (p 4 yo.v voov)-. And it is on the 
divinity of vov, } rather than of that Greek 

philosophy, as we shall presently see, chiefly insists. 
This, and not simply the soul or y/jv^r}, is the philo¬ 
sophical version of that SioVSoro? ap^a, that god-given 
seed or germ of life which Pindar mentions in yet 
another fragment 3 . It would be absurd, of course, to 
attribute to a poet any rigid psychological nomenclature • 
but no one denies that rod, in Pindar is predominantly,’ 
t ougi not exclusively, an intellectual faculty 4 ; and in 
Greek philosophy itself, even, I believe, in Stoicism 

IJT “ fT the merel >’ ««»*» the clear, cold 

ea s ’„ tu **a are S T etimeS in the habit ^ calling 
reason. The dry soul, says Heraclitus, is the wisest : 

was made : but ’ must remember, it 

1 6. 1. I agree with Professor Burv in Kic „ . 1. 

2 ib. 5. • 5 explanation of these words. 

3 137 Bergk. 

4 rot v6os ntyas Kv -j fflvi etc p (/ , 

* See B “ chhd '' 














34 


Praelcctions 


In classical Greek lyric poetry, other than Pindar, 
there is no certain trace of the ideas we are now con¬ 
sidering. The younger Melanippides, who died per¬ 
haps about 413 b.c., has left a striking fragment of 
a prayer, addressed presumably to Dionysus 1 : 

kXvOi ft at, w irdrep, 

Oa vpa jSpoTcIji'j ras aei^wov 
/xeSewv xfrv^as. 

4 Hear me, O Father, honoured of mortal men, 
thou that art lord of the ever-living soul.’ 


If the whole of this poem had survived, it is possible 
that some further light would be thrown on the subject 
of this lecture. Aeschylus has one or two definite 
suggestions of the divine affinity of the soul, notably 
in the passage where he speaks of the mind’s eye as 
seeing clearly during sleep, whereas in the day men 
see not the future : 


euoovcra yap <bprjv Ofip .acriv Xapirpi^'crat, 
ev Tjfiipa &€ poip * a—poCTKOTros fiporiZv 2 . 


The notion underlying this passage, and I think also 
another passage in the Agamemnon 3 , is the same as we 
have already found in the fragments of Pindar and 
Aristotle. In sleep the soul is to a certain extent 
released from the shackles of the body, and foresees 
the future by virtue of her natural affinity with the 
gods. In harmony with this conception, Aeschylus 
attaches great weight to revelation by means of dreams; 
and even when the body is awake, in moments of 


1 frag. 6 Bergk. * JEutn . 104 f. 

^ 189 o~rd^€L d* €v S' vTtvtp kt\. bee Headlam in Cl* Rtv. for 1903, 
p. 241. 
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ecstatic elevation, such as he portrays in the person of 
Cassandra, and in those dim forebodings of futurity 
that so often haunt the mind of the Chorus in the 
Oresteia , the soul appears to give proof of her connexion 
with the divine. Nowhere in Aeschylus, however, is 

J J 7 

this doctrine brought into relationship with the belief 

in immortality, as it is by Pindar; nor, indeed, except 

in recognising a judgment and punishments—never, I 

believe, rewards—hereafter, and in one or two lurther 

details, do the eschatological pictures of Aeschylus 

differ very much from those in Homer, except that 

the all-pervading gloom is deeper and more intense. 

With regard to Sophocles, I will only say that although 

Dronke has rightly called attention to certain exquisite 

touches of religious mysticism in his plays, for example 

avrl pvp[(ov ptav \pvx'qv\ the particular subject we are 

now discussing cannot be illustrated from him. With 

Euripides the case is different, and we shall find that 

the form in which he expresses the idea of the soul’s 

divinity is of the highest interest and importance in 

connexion with later philosophical thought in Greece. 

But before we speak of Euripides himself, it is necessary 

to say something about the sources of that distinctive 

type of theology with which in his plays and fragments 

the notion of man’s relationship to God is asso¬ 
ciated. 

In the age of Euripides, the concept of a creative 
or world-forming Nous or Reason had been made 
familiar to Greek thought by Anaxagoras’ epoch-making 

declaration, irdvra xPVP-ara -qv opov- etra vovs £kda>v 
avra SieKo'oT^o-e 2 : ‘when all things were together, 

O.C. 498. 2 a p Di 0 g_ Laert. n 6. 
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Reason came and set them in order. 1 * Whether the 
creative vovs of Anaxagoras was a purely incorporeal 
or as we should say spiritual substance or not, is a 
question still debated; but this much at least is clean 
that if it was corporeal, the material of which it was 
composed differed so much from every other kind of 
matter that it did not deserve to be called matter at all. 
To call it by the question-begging epithet of ‘ thought- 
matter ’ or * thought-stuff/ as Windelband does, throws 
no light upon its nature, besides being in my judgment 
a forced and unnatural translation of the Greek word 
vov$. Gomperz talks vaguely of ( a kind of fluid or 
aether/ a 1 curious reasoning fluid/ 1 of an extremely 
refined and mobile materiality 1 / Ever)’such suggestion 
appears to me incompatible with the well-known 
criticism in the Phaedo, where Plato characteristically 
blames Anaxagoras, because after announcing that 
Mind is the cause of everything, he made little or no 
use of this great principle in explaining the constitution 
of the Universe, but had recourse to ‘airs and aethers 
and waters and many other such absurdities". The 
opposition in this passage between Nous on the one 
hand, and the * airs and aethers 1 on the other, tells 
strongly against the identification of Nous with any 
substance of the kind; and, indeed, according to 
Anaxagoras himself, air and aether are among the 
substances which Nous originally separated off from 
the primeval mixture or chaos 3 . It is impossible fully 
to discuss the matter here : I will only say that I agree 

1 Greek Thinkers (E.T.), I 216, 217. 

- Phaedo 98 c. 

3 frag. 2 Diels {Fragment? der Vorsokratiker }. 
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with Heinze 1 and Arleth 2 in holding that Anaxagoras 
probably intended us to understand by Nous an incor¬ 
poreal essence, although in the absence of an accepted 
philosophical terminology he failed to make the new 
idea absolutely clear. There are still two points in 
connexion with Anaxagoras’ theory of which my sub¬ 
ject requires me to remind you. The world-ordering 
Reason which he describes is transcendent rather than 
immanent, although its immanence in certain things is 
not denied : ecrru' olctl Se kou vov<; £vl a . And finally, 
although this Notes possesses many of the attributes 
and discharges many of the functions which later 
philosophy ascribed to the Deity, Anaxagoras in his 
extant fragments nowhere calls it God. 

Turn now for a little to the fragments of Diogenes 
of Apollonia, who lived in Athens during the latter 
part of the fifth century b.c., and whose philosophy is 
in effect little more than a revision of the physical 
theory of Anaximenes in the light of Anaxagoras’ 
theory of Mind. The primary substance, says Diogenes, 
of which all other things are only particular forms or 
differentiations, is great and strong and eternal and 
immortal and possessed of much knowledge’ (ttoXXo, 
etSos eerrt) , being able ‘ to preserve the measures of all 
things, winter and summer, night and day, rains and 
winds and sunny weather 5 .’ ' By means of Air,’ he 
says in another fragment, ‘ all are steered and over all 
Air has power. For this very thing seems to me God ’ 

1 Ueber d. Nous d. Anaxagoras (Leipzig, 1890). 

2 Archiv f Gesck. d. Philos, vm 461 ft. 

3 frag. 11 Diels. 

4 frag. S Diels. 

5 f ra g- 3 Diels. 
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(ai/ro ydp fLOL tovto Oeds Sokcl eirat) 1 , ‘and I believe 
that it reaches to everything and disposes everything 

and is present in everything_There are many forms 

of living creatures many in number, resembling one 
another neither in appearance nor in way of life nor in 
intelligence owing to the multitude of differentiations ; 
but yet they all live and see and hear by virtue of the 
same element, and all of them too derive their intelli¬ 
gence from the same source 2 .' The Air within us, that 
is, our reason, Diogenes called a ‘ little part of God ’ 
(lJUKpov fiopiov TOV 0 eov) 3 . From these extracts you 
will see in the first place that Diogenes materializes 
the voCs of Anaxagoras in the element of Air: secondly, 
that he expressly identifies this noetic Air with God 
avTo yo-p pot tovto deos Soxec elvai : and thirdly, that 
this divine noetic Air is not transcendent, but only 
immanent—an all-pervading cosmic Deity, like the 

Xoyos of the Stoics. 

I have treated thus briefly of Anaxagoras and 
Diogenes not so much on their own account, as 
because of the light which they throw on certain 
highly characteristic passages of Euripides. The 
ancients were fond of calling Euripides the philosopher 
upon the stage.’ Browning, I think, shews truer insight 

when he makes him say, 

4 1 incline to poetize philosophy j 

and it is with this poetical interpretation of the doctrine 
of Diogenes that I now proceed to deal. In discussing 

1 6<6s is Usener's certain emendation for t 6 os. 

' f r *g- 5 - 

3 Diels p. 345. 3* 
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poetry, more especially dramatic poetry, we must of 
course be mindful of Browning’s indignant protest, 

‘Which of you did I enable 

Once to slip inside my breast, 

There to catalogue and label 

What I like least, what love best?’ 

No ancient poet has suffered so much as Euripides 
both in his own lifetime and afterwards from the vulgar 
species of gallery criticism that hisses the stage-villain. 
I may nevertheless be allowed to express my personal 
belief that the passages about to be discussed reflect a 
tone of feeling peculiarly congenial to the great poet of 
humanity, for a reason which will afterwards appear. 

Let us now consider some of the passages in 
question. We have seen that Diogenes identifies the 
all-pervading Air with God. To this theory Euripides 

has an allusion in the famous prayer of Hecabe in 
the Troades 

<5 ytj<s oxv/j-a, Kairl yi}<; eSpav 

OOTIS 7 TOT €L <TV y SvCTTOTTaCTTOS €t$4vat y 

Zevs, dr avayKr) ^vVeos, ttre vovs jSporcov, 

■n-poarjvldprjv <T€- Travra ydp St dif/o<f>ov 
fiatviav nekfvffov Kara Si K rjv rd OvqT ayeis ; 

‘O Earth’s upholder, throned upon the Earth,’ etc.: 

for Anaximenes, the philosophical master of Diogenes, 
taught that the earth ‘ rides upon the air ’ (eVoxeTreu 
ro> dept), and also that ‘just as our Soul, which is Air, 
holds us together, so also breath and Air encompass 
the whole Universe 2 .’ You will remember that Plato, 
too, in speaking of this theory, compares the Air to a 
fiadpov or pedestal supporting the earth 3 . For the 

1 884 ff. 2 Diels p. 22 § 6, 25 § 2. 


3 Phaedo 99 b. 




4 ° 


Pmelections 


most part, however, when Euripides writes in this 
vein, it is Aether and not Air which he calls Zeus. 
In a poet, of course, we ought not to expect a clear 
distinction between these two concepts, although 
Anaxagoras had already differentiated them. Euripides, 
no doubt, prefers the word * Aether ’ partly as having a 
greater wealth of poetical and religious associations 
than ‘Air.’ Thus in one fragment 1 we read 

yata fieyixm) #cai Aios Afflijp 

1 Mightiest Earth and Aether of Zeus ’; 

O 

that is, I believe, not Aether ‘ home of Zeus,’ though 
Euripides sometimes describes the element in that way, 
but just ‘ Zeus's Aether,’ the Aether in which Zeus 
consists, the Aether of which Zeus is made, in no 
respect different from Zeus himself. The remainder 
of the fragment clearly shews that Zeus is here 
identified with Aether. ‘ Aether,’ continues the poet, 

‘ is the lather of men and gods ; and Earth receives 
into her womb the falling rain of dewy drops, and bears 
mortal men, aye, and food, and the tribes of wild beasts.’ 
But the most characteristic example in Euripides of 
this identification is contained in the well-known lines: 


bpas tov v\f/ov toi'S arreipov ai depa 
K al yrjv ir*pi£ expvff vypaU iv ayicaXats ; 
tovtoi' vopu^i Zr/ia, to*6 rjyov 


' 3 

V 


thus translated by Mr Way: 


Seest thou the boundless ether there on high 
That fotds the earth around with dewy arms? 
This deem thou Zeus, this reckon one with God.’ 


1 S39 Nauck 2 . 

2 frag. 941. Cf. S77 a\x‘ aWw rUrti at, k 6 P u, 

bvnpa((Tai. 
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There is more than a touch of what W. K. Clifford 
called ‘cosmic emotion’ in these verses. Nowhere, 
however, does ancient literature furnish a more perfect 
expression of cosmic feeling or a finer example of the 
poetical treatment of a philosophical conception than 
we meet with in a less known fragment of Euripides 
descriptive of the aetherial creative reason indwelling 
in the world: 

crc tov avro<f>v a, tov Iv aWeplio 

pvfxpw 7r<JLVT<i)V <f>V(TIV €fXTT At£a 

OV 7T€pt fJL£V <f> a>5, 7 T€pL S’ 6p<f>Vala 

t'vg aloXo^pws, a/cptros t acrrpcov 

°X^os cvScAe^ws ap-^tYopcvei 1 . 

4 1 hee, self-begotten, who in ether rolled 
Ceaselessly round, by mystic links dost bind 
The nature of all things, whom veils enfold 
Of light, of dark night flecked with gleams of gold, 

Of star-hosts dancing round thee without end.’ 

Mr Way, to whom this translation is due, justly 
compares the familiar lines of Wordsworth : 

4 1 have felt 

A presence that disturbs me with the joy 
Of elevated thoughts; a sense sublime 
Of something far more deeply interfused, 

Whose dwelling is the light of setting suns, 

And the round ocean, and the living air, 

And the blue sky, and in the mind of man: 

A motion and a spirit that impels 

All thinking things, all objects of all thought, 

And rolls through all things. 7 

. ma y sa y> 1 think, that in this all-pervading 
spirit, the soul of all the worlds,’ as he sometimes 
calls it, Wordsworth finds the true and essential unity 

593 Nauck 2 . 


i 
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of Nature—it embraces, as Euripides would have said, 
the ‘ nature of all things,’ 

‘ Even as one essence of pervading light 
Shines in the brightest of ten thousand stars 
And the meek worm that feeds her lonely lamp 
Couched in the dewy grass. 1 

The parallel between Euripides and Wordsworth is 
here complete; and in V irgil, too, we have exactly 
the same conception : 

deum namque ire per omnes 
terrasque tractusque mans caelumque profundum 1 . 

Some may be disposed to call this philosophy, others 
will call it poetry, and others, perhaps, religion; but in 
truth it is only one particular way of trying to express 
that omnipresent unity which poetry and religion make 
us feel, which science also presupposes, and which it is 
perhaps the ultimate goal of a philosophy of the sciences 

_Plato, at least, believed it was—to demonstrate and 

apprehend. But to return. I think it is deserving of 
particular notice that in each of the three poets I have 
named, this kind of poetical pantheism, or Nature- 
mysticism. as it may more appropriately be called, is 
accompanied not only by a deeper sense of the unity 
between man and nature, but also by a profounder 
sympathy with ' human weal and woe than we readily 
find elsewhere. It was a true instinct that prompted 
Tennyson to put together in a single stanza these two 

characteristics of Virgil s poetry : 

‘Thou that seest U n i versal 

Nature moved by Universal Mind; 

Thou majestic in thy sadness 

At the doubtful doom of human kind. 

1 Georgies 4. 221 f.: also in Aetieid 6. 724 flf. 
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The power inherent in Nature dwells also ‘ in the 
mind of man,’ so that the link which binds us to the 
one unites us also to the other. You will remember 
that the later Stoics expressly founded their doctrine of 
human brotherhood on the presence in all men of the 
kolv6<; Xdyo?, or universal reason that ‘ moves through 
all things, mingling with the great and lesser lights 1 / 
Marcus Aurelius, tor example, reminds us that man’s 
brotherhood with all mankind depends not on blood, 
or the generative seed, but on community in mind 
(vov Koivwla) : each mans mind, he says, is God and 
an efflux from God - ; and God is Sta navrwv kcu 
ovcna /xia, ‘ one God, one essence stretching through 

O o 

all things 3 , present in Nature as well as in man. The 

humanism of Euripides is not an intellectual do< r ma 

but the language of the heart; yet it is more than a 

mere accident I would rather say it is the operation 

ol a law of nature—that the most profoundly human of 

tragedians should have been the author of the greatest 

nature-drama of antiquity', I mean, of course, the 
Bacc/iae. 

So far, I have spoken only of the peculiar kind of 
poetical theology which is sometimes found in Euripides. 
That which Pindar calls ‘the gods’— to ydp ian povov 
ex devv —has become, under the influence, perhaps, of 
Diogenes, an immanent, all-embracing aetherial sub¬ 
stance designated by the name of Zeus. Let us now 
turn from the divine to the human, and consider one or 
two of those passages in which the poet has in view the 
doctrine of man’s affinity to God. The fragment most 


1 Hymn of Cleanthes 12. it. 
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commonly cited by the ancients in this connexion is the 
line 

o vo vs yap rjpLiaV cot tv cv exaoTw 0cos\ 

‘The reason in each one of us is God. 1 

Our first impression is that we have here the same 
sentiment as that of Dante, ‘ Mind is that culminating 
and most precious part of the soul, which is Deity - . 
If we look closer, however, we shall see that the em¬ 
phasis is on vovs and not on 0€os * Euripides means 
there is no God but reason \ and so the line was ex¬ 
plained' by Nemesius. This is not mysticism, but 
rationalism, in the sense in which the word is used 
in ‘Euripides the rationalist/ In the prayer of Hecabe 
it is difficult to say wfiether the w'ords eirc vovs fipoTuv 
_‘Zeus, whether thou art Natures law* or mind of 


man 


_meant to be understood in the rationalistic 


or in the mvstical sense. 


Perhaps the latter interpre- 

v/i H4 --- r 

tation is the more probable, seeing that Hecabe has 
already spoken of Zeus in language suggested by the 
theory of Diogenes, according to which the mind of 
man is a form of that universally diffused aerial sub¬ 
stance which Diogenes holds to be God. I do not 
think the two alternatives dvdym) ^utreos and vovs 

are intended to be rigidly construed ; if Zeus. 

as Hecabe implies, is omnipresent Air or Aether, he 
is at once the law of Nature—an allusion, I think, to 
Democritus and the Atomists—and the mind of man. 
The real emphasis is on the last line Kara iKtjVTa 
dtrnT dyet? : * whatever Zeus may be, the sceptre o is 
kingdom,’ Hecabe means, ‘is justice.’ But interpret 


1 friiir- id8- 


2 Conviio III c. iii p. 143 tr - Hillard. 
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this passage as we may, the doctrine of the kinship 
between the mind of man and the cosmic mind or 
aether is clearly involved in two lines of the Helena. 
The speaker is Theonoe, to whose character, as Mr 
Pearson says, ‘an element of mysticism is appropriate.' 



‘Albeit the mind 


Of the dead live not, deathless consciousness 
Still hath it, when in deathless aether merged-. 


Here, of course, vve have nothing but a highly 
philosophized interpretation of the idea underlying the 
well-known fifth-century epitaph on the Athenians who 
fell at Potidaea : ‘Aether received their souls, and earth 
their bodies: by the gates of Potidaea they were slain 3 .’ 
In the background there is the theory, derived, no 
doubt, from Anaxagoras, that absolute creation and 
absolute destruction have no place in the economy 
of nature ; the phenomena we call life and death are 
only the temporary union and subsequent dissolution 
of pre-existing and imperishable elements. The bear- 
ing of this theory on anthropology is thus expressed 
by Euripides in a fragment to which I have already 
referred . All things go back whence they came : that 
which was born of Earth to Earth, and that which 
sprang from the seed of Aether returns to the firma¬ 
ment of Heaven 4 . You will further notice that in 
Euripides it is not, as in the epitaph, tyvyfi, but vovs, 
that returns to the aetherial element. Elsewhere, in 


1 Hel. 1014 flf. 

3 C.LA. 1 442. 


2 Way’s translation (substituting ‘mind 1 for ‘soul’). 

4 f ra g' 839* 
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agreement with Epicharmus (if the fragment is really 
by Epicharmus 1 ), he calls the divine element in man— 
the element that rejoins the aether—by the name of 

7rvevfMa, 

7 Tvevfia pxv ~pos aWepa 

\ ^ s ** *1 

to crw/xa o ct? yiyv*. 

It is interesting in this connexion to observe that 
each of these two terms, vovs and t rveS/xa, occupy a 
somewhat analogous position not only in the psychology 
of Stoicism, but also in the writings of St Paul, accord¬ 
ing to whom the highest part of us, the 7 Tvevfia, Vis 
what it is by virtue of its affinity to God 3 / ‘an 
element/ as Dr Swete has said, ‘corresponding to the 
Divine Spirit and fitted to be the sphere of His opera¬ 
tions 4 / while vov 9, in the words of another theologian, 
is in St Paul just ‘the Trvevfxa operative as a faculty 
of knowledge directed toward Divine things 5 / In 
Euripides, perhaps, it may be doubted whether 
7 TvevfjLa really means much more than breath , but 
voik certainly does, and in this respect there seems to 
me a real analogy between the Greek and Christian 
thinker. Still more characteristically philosophical is 
the distinction which the poet here draws between life 
and consciousness. T. he mind, when reabsorbed in 
aether, no longer lives, that is to say, it has no per¬ 
sonal or individual existence, but it nevertheless shares 
in the consciousness belonging to the universal spirit. 
The passage we are now discussing is, I believe, the 

1 245, 265 Kaibel. ” SuppL 533 £ 

3 Sandav and Headlam, Romans, p. 196 . 

4 Hastings, Dictionary of the Bible , II p. 4°9 a - 

5 Findlay in Hastings, l.c. ill p* 7 20 b* 
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earliest explicit affirmation in Greek literature of the 
kind of cosmic immortality which Aristotle ascribes 
to his vovs trot,™*, and which Marcus Aurelius 
also had in view when he wrote the words : • You will 

will' bTcV" h "f Wh r y ° U bdn 8 • or rather you 

e changed and reabsorbed into his .generative 

reason (p«Uov St ir^Brj^ tis X 6ym \ irod ^ 

Tl • '“ ra ^-)The ethical and re- 
gous value of this conception depends on the extent 

to which it emphasizes the prospect of reunion with h 
individuality. To what " 

thusiasm it could sometimes lift the poeTmayT^t 

rom an extraordinary fragment which would probablv 
have been denounced as a Neoplatonic forgery ‘if l 

by Clement: « Upon mv In,-!- , 1 uoted 

my feet are fitted with the „S f" WlngS: 


Sirens: and I shall ,7 7 " San a ‘ S ° f the 

to unite with Zeus'—7 ' 7 firmament 

probable that 7eitQ in c tnink it 

d$di>n T no 'ft' • i , ^ 1S ^ ra §» men t stands for the 

tihes the god. V es elsewh ere iden- 

In an exhaustive discussion of Eurinidec’ i-r e 
o the subject before us. we should hat e o t ,k 

b m u 7 °‘ her passa S es - and particularly of Z° Um 
that the body is the orison 1 ' Pythagorean view 

^ vjM. But it i r° U m 0r t0mb of »ul: 
mains of mv allni-t-^ ’ tnink, in what re- 

to one or me ’ t0 draW your attention first 

1 ,V 4 thc doCtnne of the soul's 


1 frag- 911. 


f ra gg- 638, 833. 
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the individual and in the state. 

y to Xenophon, he sometimes repress 
* Godhead as the reason or wisdom indwelling 
in the world (17 kv jto nairl <f>p 6 vr)cri$) 1 . No doubt 
Socrates hi nisei i developed the notion on practical 
rather than theoretical lines, using it as a motive to 
encourage piety, by dwelling on the unwearied zeal 
with which this cosmic intelligence consults the interests 
of man—for his teleology is almost painfully anthropo¬ 
centric ; but there is none the less a real an< 





between the Socratic conception and 
theorv we have been discussing. And in at least one 
passage of the Jllemoradt/ui Socrates definitely suggests 

r 0 , 

that the human mind is itself only a portion of the 
world-informing Reason, which, according to Xenophon, 
he occasionally identified with God. Xenophon is relating 
a conversation between Socrates and Anstodemus, and 
has reached the point at which the young man. though 
originally disposed to ridicule the belief in gods, is con¬ 
strained to allow that there is some little force in the 
argument from design. ‘ \\ ell now, says Socrates, do 
you suppose that you have a little wisdom yourself, and 
yet that there is no wisdom to be found elsewhere? 
And that, too, when you know that you have in your 
body only a small fragment of the mighty earth, and a 

1 Mem, 14. i”. 
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little portion of the great waters, and of the other ele¬ 
ments, extending far and wide, you received, I suppose, 
a little bit of each towards the framing of your body ? 
Mind alone, forsooth —vow Sc a pa p.ovov — adds 
Socrates, sarcastically, ‘ which is nowhere to be found, 
you seem by some lucky chance or other to have 
snatched up from nowhere 1 , 1 In its full significance 

o > 

the implication contained in this concluding sentence 
is that the soul or rather the mind (i/ovs) of man is, as 
the Stoics said, a fragment or cltto (nroc po. of the uni¬ 
versal mind or God ; but the doctrine is not elsewhere 
touched upon by the Socrates of the Memorabilia , at 
least in this particular form, although there is one other 
passage where he pronounces the soul to be divine 11 . 


The speech of the dying Cyrus in the Cyropaedia of 
Xenophon supplies some additional examples of the 
type of thought which I am trying to illustrate, and in 
particular makes the doctrine of the divinity of soul 
into an argument for immortality and divination. In 
words that irresistibly recall the Phaedo of Plato, Cyrus 
expresses a disposition to believe that the soul, or rather 
the vovs or reason, survives the moment of death, and 
being then pure and uncontaminated by communion 
with the body—a/cparo? koX Kadapo? —attains a measure 
of mteHigence far beyond what it has hitherto enjoyed. 

en the body dissolves, its component factors. Cyrus 
says, return to the elements with which they are akin • 
and what of the soul ? We cannot see it as it passes,’ 
but neither do we see it while it animates the body 
Presumably therefore-this we are left to infer-the 
soul likewise, in virtue of its divinity, returns to the 


1 Mem. i 4. 8. 


2 See Mem. iv 3. 14. 


p. 
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divine. Yet another reason is given by Cyrus for sup¬ 
posing that our intelligence is heightened after death. 
In sleep, which is the image and counterpart of death, 
the soul most fully realises its kinship with the God¬ 
head, and penetrates the veil that usually hides from us 
the future; and the explanation is that during sleep 
more than at any other time the soul is freed from the 
dominion of the body 1 . For the origin of these and 
similar views, which only make explicit what is already 
implicit in the fragment of Pindar, we must doubtless 
look to the Pythagorean doctrine of the body as the 
sepulchre of the soul; but what I wish to suggest is 
that it is perfectly possible—for my own part I think it 
highly probable—that the historical Socrates sometimes 
conversed in this way. The Cyropaedia is permeated, 
of course, by Socratic ideas ; and in this instance the 
parallel between Xenophon and Plato is in favour, so 
far as it goes, of the presence in their common master 
of a similar strain or tendency of thought. Nor are 
such ideas otherwise than in harmony with the tem¬ 
perament of Socrates. Although no one ever served 
the cause of Reason better, he was not, in any narrow 
acceptation of the word, a ‘ rationalist' pure and simple. 
His susceptibility to the influence of dreams, attested 
both by Xenophon and Plato; his faith in oracles; 
those frequent ' pauses of immobility,’ during which he 
would stand for hours together, as Gellius says, ‘ incon- 
nivens, immobilis, eisdem in vestigiis, tanquam quodam 
secessu mentis atque animi facto a corpore J ’; and, above 
all, the divine sign or 1 voice,’ the pledge and symbol of 
his intimate relationship to God—for these and other 

1 Cvrop. viii 7. 19 f. i A Petes Alt. 11 1. 
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features we must seek analogies in the history, not of 
rationalism, but of religion. It is impossible, I think, 
to understand the historical Socrates without taking 

O 

account of the religious as well as of the rationalistic 
elements in his character ; but the link that unites the 
two is contained in the doctrine that Reason is itself 
divine : to yap cc rn povov Ik Beans, 

From Socrates we now pass to Plato. It would 
require a treatise to give any adequate idea of the 
extent to which this doctrine penetrates nearly the 
whole of Plato’s teaching from beginning to end of his 
long career, and I can hardly even attempt to shew 
you how, beyond all other Platonic doctrines, it has 
made Platonism live throughout the ages, not only in 
poetry, philosophy, and theology, but also, perhaps, in 
human lives. The most that I can do is to mention 
one or two different ways in which Plato expresses his 
belief in man’s affinity with the divine, and to indicate 
a few of the principal implications of the theory in 
Platonism, with some remarks on its connexion with 
later religious and philosophical thought. 

The nearest analogy in Plato to the kind of cosmic 
deity of earlier and later Greek philosophy is of course 
the soul of the world in the Philebus 1 and Tinmens 2 : 
but in Plato, I need hardly say, the world-soul differs 
from the immanent Godhead of Diogenes and the 
Stoics, inasmuch as it is a purely immaterial or spiritual 
-ssence. In the Philebus Plato derives the human 
;oul from the soul of the world; and the train of 
easoning by which he supports this derivation is only 
1 more developed and expanded form of the arern- 

o 

* 2 9Aff. 2 34 cIT. 
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ment employed by Socrates in his conversation with 

Anstodemus . But the conception of a cosmic soul, 

at least in this particular shape, is absent from the 

earlier dialogues of Plato; and even in the Timaens 

the human soul, or rather the rational and noetic part 

of it, is not, as in the Philebus, dependent for its origin 

upon the soul of the world, but, like the world-soul itself, 

comes directh from the supreme God or Demiurgus. 

'As concerning the sovereign part of soul within us.’ 

says Plato, ‘ that which we say, and sav truly, dwells at 

the top of the body and raises us from earth towards 

our heavenly kindred, forasmuch as we are a heavenly 

0 

and not an earthly plant— <f>vrov ovk Zyyeiov, dXX’ 
ovpaviov — we ought to believe that God has given it 
to each of us as a daemon-' that is, a genius or guardian 
angel to direct our lives, in the beautiful phrase of 
Menander, as it were our fivcrTayaryos tov fiLov*. It is 
in this passage, I believe, that we should seek the 
origin of the view so much insisted upon by the later 
Stoics, that the faculty of reason, to quote the words of 
Marcus Aurelius, is just the ha.Lp.on>, ov exdcrToj irpoo'Ta.'rnv 
Kal i rjyepova 6 Zeus ISou/ce', dirocnracrpa eavrov, ‘ the 
genius, which Zeus has bestowed on every man. to be 
a ruler and guide, even a fragment of himselfV In 
other Platonic dialogues the form of expression is 
metaphysical rather than theological, though here, too, 
owing to the characteristically Platonic fusion of theology 

O ' o ^ 

and metaphysics, there is still a certain colouring of 

1 29 A ft*. 2 Tim. go a. 

arravTi dalp&v avSpt crt/iTrap(errarat 
fi Bis y€vofi€V(o t fivuraycoyos tov fiiov. 

Meineke iv p. 238. 

v 27 . 
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theology, or perhaps I had better say, religion. In 
the Republic the soul in its essential, that is, its rational 
nature, is said to be ‘ akin to the divine and immortal 
and ever-existent 1 ,’ that is to the changeless and eternal 
essence which Plato calls the Ideas; and in the Phaedo 
we read that whenever the soul—and by the soul in 
this dialogue he means vovs—whenever the soul makes 
use of the body and its senses in any investigation, ‘ she 
is dragged by the body into the region of the change¬ 
able, and like the objects she is fain to grasp, this 
way and that she wanders, confused and dizzy like a 
drunkard. But when she investigates a subject by 
herself, away she soars into the realm beyond, to join 
the pure and eternal and immortal and unchangeable, 
and, because she is of their kindred , with them she ever 
dwells as often as it is permitted her to be alone ; and 
then she no longer wanders, but changes not, because 
she is in contact with the changeless 3 .’ You will see 
from this passage that although the doctrine of the 
soul s celestial origin has now been intellectualised, its 
religious meaning is not yet lost. For the nearest 
parallel to such passages of Plato, and they are very 
numerous, we must look to the Paradiso of Dante. 

Thou shouldest know,’ says Beatrice, ‘that all have 
their delight in proportion as their sight sinks deep 
into that Truth wherein every intellect finds rest 3 .’ 

I say no more at present about the manifold ways 
in which the infinite variety of Plato’s genius gives 
expression to the old Pindaric sentiment, to yap ecm 
povov e/e $ea>v. Before, however, touching on the 
applications of the doctrine in Platonism, let me call 

E ' 2 79C ff. 3 Canto 28. 106 ff. 
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your attention to a new and historically fruitful idea 
with which Plato enriches this ancient belief. The 


question as to the essential meaning of the word man 
—what it is in virtue of which we are said to be human 
—had hardly as yet been raised by Greek philosophy. 
In the view of Plato, it is just the presence of this 
divine element that makes us specifically human. Man 
is most trulv man when he most resembles God. This 

J 

suggestion is clearly intended in two passages of the 
Republic . The first is where Plato is describing how 
the true legislative artist will endeavour to model the 

o 

character and lives of men after the image of the divine. 
Looking now at natural, that is, ideal obser\ e how 
the natural in Plato is always the ideal—Beauty and 
Justice and Temperance, and now at the actual picture 
he is painting, he will, says Plato, blend and mingle 
institutions, like so many colours, until he has obtained 
to av§peixekov, the colour and complexion of true man¬ 
hood ; and he will found his idea of the dv^peCicekov 


on that which, when it appears among men, Homer 
himself called 0eoei8e? re /cal deoeiKekov 1 . The Man¬ 
like, in short, is the Godlike. The second passage 
occurs in the elaborate comparison of human nature as 
it now is to a kind of chimaera or triple-headed creature, 
wearing the vesture of humanity, and comprising within 
its folds a many-headed monster, symbolical of desire, 
a lion, symbolical of spirit, and withal what Plato, in 
language made familiar to us by St Paul, declares to 
be the • inward man ’ (o en-os dvdp<airo^Y, in other words 
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the vov<; or Reason. What account, then, Plato asks, 
shall we give of virtue ? We will say that virtue 
consists in bringing the bestial elements—the lion and 
the ape—into subjection to the human, ‘or rather,’ 
he adds, ‘or rather, shall we say, to the Divine' (to> 
avdpwTro), [xaWov Se icrois—roi ddco) 1 . The suggestion 
that man is truly human just in proportion as he is 
divine was afterwards taken up by Aristotle and the 
Stoics 2 ; and no one can fail to see its hitherto unex¬ 
hausted, perhaps for ever inexhaustible, significance in 
religion. ‘It would seem,’ says Aristotle, ‘that this ’ 
—meaning the divine or rational part of man—‘ is 
actually the self (8o£ete 8 a.v Kai eivcti e/cacrTos tovto) 1 , 

‘ inasmuch as it is the supreme and better part of man.’ 
The implication in the epithet ‘ better,’ that the good 
alone is the truly existent, is not less Platonic than the 
pregnant and powerful phrase in which the pupil of 
Plato points the moral lesson of this and all his master’s 

teaching : e<£’ 5 <rov eVSexerat,, ddavarttfiiv, ‘ put on the 
immortal, as far as in thee lies.’ 

Consider now some of the implications of this 
theory in Platonism. Since man is by nature akin to 
the divine, the end and object of his existence must of 
necessity be o/aoWis rw dea>, ‘ assimilation to God ’ : 
the fullest possible realisation in this mortal life of that 
immortal nature which alone can truly be called our 
own. The doctrine of o/xoiWi? rw 0 ec 3 plays a con¬ 
spicuous part in the teaching of Plato. ‘‘ It is God,’ he 
says in the Laws', ‘and not, as some have asserted 

1 589 D- 

See (foi the Stoics) e.g. Marc. Aur. xn 2 

3 Eth. Nic. x 7. 9. t 7l6r ' 
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man, who ought to be to us the universal measure or 
standard.’ This is the dominating motive throughout 
nearly the whole of Plato’s polemic against Homer in 
the second and third books of the Republic : the 
Homeric gods are to be discarded because they do not 
provide a moral ideal for mankind—Euripides, you 
remember, had the same idea, and so had Xenophanes 
before him : and this is also the principle of the re¬ 
formed theology which Plato is desirous of inaugurating 
in his ideal state. In its political application, the o/iouacri? 
0 e<5 means the establishment of a kingdom of righteous¬ 
ness upon earth : for hiKauxrvvq in the Republic is not 
reallv a specific virtue, but righteousness, the root and 
source of all the individual virtues, the virtue about 
which Aristotle 1 , cjuotmg a fragment of Euripides , says 
that ‘ neither the morning nor the evening star is so 
beautiful.’ Plato in the Republic is looking for a civitas 

del _ n ew heavens and a new earth, kv oh hiKaLoavvrf 

KdToiKei *: and indeed, as the argument unfolds itself, 
we behold the originally ‘Hellenic city’ gradually 
changing into a celestial commonwealth, a 7ra/>a'Seiy/ia 
eV oipavw, as Plato himself at last confesses it to 

be \ 

If we limit our survey to the progress towards per¬ 
fection of the individual man—and in Plato political is 
always founded upon private virtue—we may say, I 
think, that the realisation by the individual of his true 
and immortal nature is described by Plato from three 
main points of view. In the Phacdo it appears as the 

hr, 6a.vd.T0v, the ‘study’ or rather ‘rehearsal of 

2 490 Dindorf: cf. Nauck 2 4S6. 

* Rep. 470 E, 592 B. 


» Eth. Xic. v 1. 15. 
3 2 Pet in 13 - 
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death,’ the mortification of our lower nature for the 
sake of reviving the higher, dying, in short, that we 
may live. The germ of this conception is of course 
much older than Plato, as he himself points out. I will 
quote a single illustration from Heraclitus. ‘ Both 
living and dying are present in our life and in our 
death ; for when we live our souls are dead and buried 
in us, and when we die our souls revive and live 1 .’ 
And the Orphic and Pythagorean religious discipline 
was already to a certain extent a practical illustration 
ot the Platonic precept. You will observe, however, 
that in the fragment of Heraclitus ‘we’ means rather 
the body than the soul, whereas in Plato, as we have 
seen, the true personality is the vovs : and it is the life 


ot vovs while still imprisoned in the body that the 
Platonic ‘ meditatio mortis ’ is intended to resuscitate. 
The soul of the lover of wisdom, says Plato. ‘ withholds 
herselt from pleasures and desires and pains and fears 
so tar as she is able ’; tor she knows that every new 
indulgence will add to the chains from which she longs 
to be released-'. We must fly away yonder, far from 
the^ world ot sense and sensual things: eVtfeVSe 

€K€«re fevyeiv : and the way of flight is to grow like 
unto God in righteousness, holiness, and—observe the 
characteristic addition—in wisdom 3 . The Platonic 
peXeTT? da.vd.Tov or ‘ rehearsal of death ’ has often been 
compared with the Pauline doctrine of Necrosis, but 
the parallel deserves, I think, an even closer examina¬ 
tion than it has yet received. There is hardly any 
subject of investigation which invites and permits one 
to turn so clear a light upon the points of contrast as 


1 ap. Sext. Emp. Pyrrh. in 230. 


Phacdo 82 c ff. 3 Theaet. 176 B. 
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well as similarity between Platonic and Pauline thought. 
One such contrast lies in the predominantly intellectual 
or rather noetic character of the aspiration expressed 
in Plato’s ‘rehearsal of death.’ I say predominantly 
intellectual, for it is by no means exclusively so. 
What Mr Nettleship has said of Greek philosophy in 
general is pre-eminently true of Plato. ‘ We say that 
Greek moral philosophy, as compared with modern, 
lays great stress on knowledge and gives excessive 
importance to intellect. That impression arises mainly 
from the fact that we are struck by the constant recur¬ 
rence of intellectual terminology, and omit to notice 
that reason or intellect is alwavs conceived of as 


having to do with the good. Reason is to Greek 
thinkers the very condition of man’s ha\ ing a moral 


being;...Their words for reason and rational cover to 

o 

a great extent the ground which is cover ed by words 
like “ spirit," “ spiritual,” and “ ideal ” in our philosophy. 
They would have said that man is a rational being, 
where we should say that he is a spiritual being 1 .’ In 
this way, I believe, the life of Reason, in Plato, becomes 
not onlv intellectual, but also something akin to what is 
afterwards called spiritual lile : tor in Platonism, as the 
Cambridge Platonists were fond of saying, it is always 
Reason which is the ‘candle of the Lord.’ At the 


same time the contrast holds good, with the qualification 
that I have mentioned. A second and closely related 
point of difference between St Paul’s N ecrosis and 
Plato’s davarov is to be found in the strain of 

asceticism in the Phci€do y though here again the exercise 
of vov<s brings pleasures of its own, the truest and purest 


1 Lectures and Remains. II p- 221. 
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pleasures, Plato says ; and Gomperz is right in saying 
that although Weltjlucht touched the soul of Plato, 
it never enchained it. But the really fundamental 
contrast has already been pointed out by Matthew 
Arnold 1 . I will venture to put it in a single phrase of 
St Paul, a phrase that as if by the touch of some 
heavenly alchemy at once transforms a philosophy into 
a religion : airoBapeiv crvv XptcrroJ. \6yop e^ets, says 
Marcus Aurelius, tl ovp ov \p<i ; tovtov yap to eairrov 
ttoiowtos, ti akko uekeis 2 ; ‘ thou hast reason : why then 
not use it ? If reason does its work, what else dost 
thou require ? St Paul’s crvv XpicrT<y supplies the 
something else—the driving power which has made 
the Platonic peki-rq Oavarov an inexhaustible source of 
moral inspiration throughout the ages. 

The second of the two aspects in which Plato 
represents this great idea is that which is developed in 
the Symposium and elsewhere. The object of adoration 
in that dialogue is not so much the primal Goodness, as 
the primal Beauty, the divine Beauty of which Plato 
says that it is ever-existent, alike uncreated and im¬ 
perishable, knowing neither increase nor decay, beautiful 
always and everywhere and in all relations and respects ; 
and all other things which we call beautiful are beautiful 
because they participate in it, yet in such a way that 
although beautiful particulars come into being and 
perish, the Ideal Beauty nevertheless suffers no 
diminution nor increase nor change of any kind at all 3 . 
The path of the soul in the Symposium leads upwards 
from the lovely things of earth to those of heaven ; we 


1 St Paul and Protestantism , p. 53, ed. 


1889. 



6o 


Praelections 


s h° u ld use the former as ijra.va^a. 0 poi or stepping- 
stones, passing first from one to all fair bodies, next 
trom corporeal beauty to the beauty of institutions 
and from institutions to sciences, until we arrive at the 
study of Ideal Beauty, and at last perceive the Beautiful 
in its true and essential nature 1 . ‘ Suppose,’ concludes 
Diotima, ‘ suppose it were granted to one to behold the 
Beautiful itself, pure and clear and unadulterated, not 
tainted by human flesh or colours which man has 
made, or any other of the countless vanities of mortal 
lile. but the Divine beauty as it stands in its simplicity 
and isolation : do you think it would be an icrnoble life 
that we should gaze thereon and ever contemplate that 
Beauty and hold communion with it ? Or rather do 
you not think that in this communion only is it possible 
for a man, beholding the Beautiful with the organ 
wherewith alone it can be seen, to beget, not images 

O o 

of virtue but realities, for that with which he holds 
communion is not an image, but the truth, and having 

o o 

begotten and nourished true virtue to become the 
friend of God and be immortal, if ever mortal has 
attained to immortality 5 .’ The contemplation of the 
Ideal Beauty is in Plato life—nav more, it is ‘eternal 

J * 

life — ivTavSa tov /3iov, eiirep ttov a\\o0 i, /3icjtov avapunrw, 
flecopevcp avTo to ko\qv‘. This is the side of Platonism 
which has appealed in all ages to the religious mystic, 
the poet, and the artist. Of its influence in religious 
mysticism, the Bampton lectures of Mr Inge will supply 
you with many examples; in sculpture, its greatest 
exponent, perhaps, is Michael Angelo, whose sonnets 
also bear witness to the fervour of his Platonism; and 

3 211 D—212 A. 


1 2 11 B f. 


3 211 D f- 
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in poetry, the central idea of the Symposium , expressed 
by one of the Cambridge Platonists in the lines 

‘All streams of Beauty here below 
' Do from that immense Ocean flow, 

And thither they should lead again 1 ’; 

in poetry, I say, this great conception inspires the 
whole of Dante’s Divine Comedy , and finds fit utterance 
in many single passages of the Paradiso. * The leaves 
with which all the garden of the eternal Gardener 
blooms, I love in measure of the good transmitted to 
them from him 2 .’ And in another canto : ‘ Behold now 
the height and amplitude of the Eternal Worth, seeing 
it hath made itself so many mirrors in which it breaks, 
while remaining one in itself, as before 3 .’ A more 
perfect expression of the essential content of Platonism 
is not to be found in the writings of Plato himself. 

Thirdly, the ascent of the soul towards the fountain 
of her being is represented by Plato as an educational 
process the pursuit of knowledge. This is unques¬ 
tionably the most characteristic and fruitful point of 
view from vhich he regards the matter: indeed it is 
the point of view which ultimately includes and embraces 
all the others. In every human creature, he holds, 
there is present from the first an organ whose preserva¬ 
tion is of more importance than a thousand eyes : since 
by it alone Truth is seen 4 . This faculty, ‘the vision 
and the faculty divine,’ it is the business of the educator 

1 John Norris (quoted by Harrison, Platonism in English Poetry, 

p. 86). ^ ’ 

Par. 26. 64 ff. Cf. especially 11 Cotwito , IV c. 12. 

3 Par. 29. 142. 

4 Rep. 527 E. 
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to nurture and develope, not to instil into his pupils 
from without: for 

‘to know 


Rather consists in opening out a way 
By which the imprisoned splendour may escape 

Than in effecting entry for a light 

Supposed to be without. 

The principle enunciated in these lines determines 
the whole of Plato’s educational method and curriculum. 
1 n earlier years the object is to bring the mind into 
unconscious harmony with the beauty of reason through 
the influence of Poetry and Art, the proper function 
of which, in Plato's way of thinking,js to ‘ track out 
the beautiful '—iyytuw Ap roG ko.\ov as it is 

manifested in nature, in the human form, and in the 
works and characters of men, arid embody this and this 
alone in the material with which they deah La«r, 
when the reasoning powers begin to awaken the dis¬ 
cipline becomes severely intellectual, only such studies 

Keener admitted as are able, in Platonic phrase, to purge 

° flm'nfLv tc kcu ava£a)irvp€ii'') the eye 

and revivify {eKKaVaipeiv re k<u w s r / 

nf the soul: but Plato is careful to insist that the 

1 firultv can never be turned from darkness to 
rational faculty can nctc turned 

licrht unless the whole nature of 
f -fh it • and one of the incidental results of the 

hi2her"curriculum is to strengthen the moral discipline 

of youth > ^ the truly philosophic nature, 

accordin', to Plato, it is the amor mtelUctualis, 

r u r:.i z*. ^ *«» the 


i Rep. 401 C. 


4 Rep- 527 D. 
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source of all the moral virtues too — courage and 

o 

high-mindedness, temperance, justice, kindness and 
the rest 1 . In the last analysis, morality, in Plato, is 
the love of Truth. By the ladder of the mathematical 
sciences, or as Plato is already beginning to call them, 



‘arts’—in this originating, as I have elsewhere tried 
to shew, our modern academic usage of the word—the 
mind slowly and laboriously climbs upward into the 
om of realities; for we must get behind and 
above mathematics, behind every other single science, 
if we are really to attain to knowledge, as the word is 
understood by Plato. To this elevation we rise 
what he calls Dialectic, in the view of Plato the science 



of sciences, above and beyond all other sciences, even 
as its final object, the Idea of the Good, determines 
all the other Ideas. If we may try to interpret Plato’s 
dream in something like the language of to-day, and 
it is a dream which is a little nearer to fulfilment 
now than in his time, we may say, perhaps, that the 
ultimate goal of knowledge is not even then attained 
when each particular science has at last combined and 
correlated its several classes of phenomena under 
adequate generalisations and these again under one 
supreme generalisation which will constitute the dpvry 
or first principle of the science. Something more than 
this is needed, something like the ideal which a recent 
writer had in view when he suggested that ‘ in another 
age, all the branches of knowledge, whether relating to 
God or man or nature, will become the knowledge of 
“the revelation of a single science, "and all things, like the 
stars in heaven, will shed their light upon one another".’ 


1 Rep. 485 a ff. 


2 Jowett, Plato it p. 25. 
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The first principles of the several sciences must in their 
turn be correlated with one another and themselves 
subsumed under the first principle of all, which in Plato 
is the Good. It is only then that the philosopher 
becomes ‘ a spectator of all time and all existence, only 
then that he recognises the essential unity of know¬ 
ledge and understands in the fullest sense—observe 
how poetry again comes to the aid of science under 


stands how . 

‘The whole round world is every wa\ 

Bound by gold chains about the feet of God. 1 

And the weapon to be employed throughout the whole 
of this enquiry’ is not the intuitive, but the analytic 
and discursive intellect, whose province it is by patient 
and laborious investigation to demonstrate that L mty, 
• n wh ich the intuitive intellect, by reason of its atfimty 
thereto. has always and everywhere found rest. 

The dialectic of Plato, like his conception of Good, 
is an ideal, and as such unattainable, perhaps, ovrrpaKjov 
ovhk KTf]Tov avdp^co, Aristotle might have said. Well, 

it is Plato’s way to make us 



‘ breathe in worlds 

To which the heaven of heavens is but a veil. 

\nd if we consider his dialectic simpl} an * 
is 1 vent ure to think, the kind of ideal tor which, 

apart from idiosyncrasies of thought and language 
philosophy is looking still, towards the real.*,, ton' ° f 

investigator does his part, in however h“” b ' e » s P ke • 
whether he studies man or nature, and vvhethe 

A nr fails if only he is actuated by the love of 

truth. It is false to say that such an .deal is useless 
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because it lies beyond our present powers. Some men 
are so constituted that they need the stimulus of the 
unattainable to make them reach the utmost limits of 
that to which they can attain. And in point of fact, an 
Ideal, as Plato well knew—I believe it to be the meaning: 

o 

of the one great paradox of the Ideal theory—an Ideal 
is from its very nature immanent as well as transcendent, 
always being realised in the progress we make towards 
it. Already we £ know in part : e/c pepov<; yipcocrKopep 1 . 
The higher we climb the hill of knowledge in this life, 
the nearer we come to that transcendent Unity—call it 
by what name you will, the Absolute, or God, or 
Nature ; for all our names are but a shadow of the 
Truth—wherein ‘are all the treasures of wisdom and 
knowledge hidden.’ But to Plato this life is not all : 
it is only a single stage upon our journey. The Platonic 
doctrine ol immortality holds out the hope of a 
continuous advance throughout a series of lives until 

is made perfect. With perfect 
knowledge, too, comes perfect goodness or ‘assimilation 
to God ; for knowledge in Plato transforms the moral 
as well as the intellectual nature, and the Form of Good, 
which is the source of knowledge, is also the fountain 
of virtue. And in Plato as in Pindar, the ultimate 
proof of immortality—the proof that lies deeper than 
all his arguments and yet is heard throughout them 
all is the kinship of the human soul with the divine: 

to yap ccrrt povov Ik 6eo)p, 


In the speech delivered by St Paul before the 
council of the Areopagus, the doctrine which the apostle 
declares to be the common meeting-ground of Greek 

i Cor. xiii 9. 


1 
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and Christian thought is just the doctrine which I have 
tried to explain and illustrate throughout this lecture. 
‘In him we live and move and have our being; as 
certain even of your own poets have said. For we are 
also his offspring': rov yap /cal y£vo% ecrpeV. I have 
endeavoured to shew you that St Paul might with 
equal truth have added * and as certain of your own 
philosophers have said': and I have tried to put before 
vou what I believe the doctrine reallv means alike in 

j * 

Poetry and in Philosophy. The all-embracing and yet 
all-transcending unitv, in which ‘we live and move and 

O * 

have our being 1 is just that ultimate reality which 
Religion, Philosophy and Poetry, each in their own 

lanoaia^e—remember, ocrrts 7tot 5 ei crv, oucrTOTracrro? 

o o 

etSe^at—are trying now and always to interpret to the 
human intellect or heart; and the doctrine of man’s 
relationship to that great unity — rov yap Kal yevos 
ia-j \xdv —is not the fading echo ot a 1 dead philosophy : it 
is still, what Plato made it, the ever-living watchword 

of idealism. 

In conclusion. I would ask you to link the present 
with the past by adding to the passages I have 
discussed the not less noble ^ erses ot our greatest 
living poet, himself a scholar in the highest or creative 

meaning of the word : 

< Mother of man's time-travelling generations, 

Breath of his nostrils, heart-blood of his heart, 

God above all eods worshipped by all nations, 

I i e ht above light, law beyond law thou art- 

Thy face is as a sword smiting in sunder 
Shadows and chains and dreams and iron thing:>. 

The sea is dumb before thy face, the thunder 
Silent the skies are narrower than thy wings. 
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All old gray histories hiding thy clear features, 

0 secret spirit and sovereign, all men’s tales, 

Creeds woven of men thy children and thy creatures 
They have woven for vestures of thee and for veils. 

Thine hands, without election or exemption, 

Feed all men fainting from false peace or strife, 

O thou the resurrection and redemption, 

The godhead and the manhood and the life 1 .* 

o 


1 Swinburne, Mater triump kalis. 
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position, and we must fall back upon the words of 
Athena. 

To a native ear these also may perhaps have been 
decisive; but to us, it must be admitted, they are not. 
All depends upon the length of a pause, upon the 
choice between colon and full stop. ‘ Therefore I 
shall not prefer in value the death of a woman who 
slew her man. And, even with equal votes, Orestes 
hath the victory.’ Shall we read so, or shall we read 
rather thus ?—‘ Therefore I shall not prefer in value 
the death of a woman who slew her man, but Orestes, 
even with equal votes, hath the victory.’ In viko. S’ 
’OpeVn^s, is the conjunction Se merely copulative, 
adding a fresh point, or is it adversative, making an 
antithesis between ov rrp(mp.ij(7a>, ‘ I shall not prefer ’, 
and viKa 8’ ’OpecrTr??, ‘ but Orestes wins ’, as opposite 
sides of the same fact, the ruling of the goddess upon 
the case of equality ? To modern judgments such a 

question, as a mere point of language, seems to present 
an insoluble ambiguity'. 

To review the debate, which has ramified through 
considerable volumes, would be far beyond my limit. 
For the side which I do not favour, the principal, 
perhaps the only solid argument is this. The magi¬ 
strate, who presided at trials before the Areopagus, did 
in fact vote along with the jurors. So we are told on 
authority not very' high but uncontradicted. In the 
Eumenides, Athena undoubtedly' represents in a general 
wa y P res iding magistrate. It is assumed, though 
not stated, that the magistrate voted as a juror, judi¬ 
cially, and on the merits. And it is argued therefore, 
that Athena must do the same, and her vote must 
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be counted simply as one among the rest, contributing 
to make a possible equality. Of this I shall say only 
that neither the assumption appears inevitable, nor the 
inference that the same procedure must be followed by 
Aeschylus, when he had placed a goddess in the chair. 

On the other side, my own side, the principal stress 
has been laid upon the solemn declaration ot the 
Aeschylean Athena that she will not be a judge in the 
case of Orestes, that such an office is unfit for her 
(v. 471). It is expressly on this ground that she 
places the introduction ot the jury. If, after all, she 
gives a judicial vote on the merits, the only vote for 
which reasons are stated, and the vote which does in 
fact decide the judicial issue, her previous declaration 
is practically cancelled; and we must suppose either 
that the poet overlooked this inconsistency, or that for 
some reason he could not avoid it. W e might suppose 


so, but it is not satisfactory. 

Minor points on both sides I pass over, and come to 

that which I specially wish to fortify. It seems gener¬ 
ally to be taken for granted, on both parts, that the 
question is merely one of legal form and the history of 
Areopagitic procedure; that, whether Athena v otes, 
technically speaking, on the judicial issue, or whether 
she merely gives a ruling in case of equality between 
the jurors, she does in fact form an opinion upon the 
judicial issue, and the words, by which she accompanies 
her vote, are an expression of that opinion Th* bang 
taken for granted, little has been said, so far as I have 

:r : • s t »- u POn * 

Orestes case. But I submit that this 
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to the poet. He could not have professed, consistently 
with the spirit of his trilogy as a whole, to give in 
his own words a divine and decisive judgment upon 
the problem which is submitted to the Areopagus ; 
and it he had thought fit to do so, he would at all ex eats 


have provided some other and different reasons from 
those which he here attributes to Athena. 

The problem before the court is briefly this, 
"whether in extreme circumstances a son mudit be 
justified who, in revenge for his father, took the life of 
his mother with his own hand. • My vote,’ says the 
goddess, I shall reckon as added to ()restes. I* or 
mother is there none who bare me, but in all things, 
save to be wedded, I yield with whole heart praise to 
the masculine, and am verily of the father’s side,’ Now 
it this is meant tor a superhuman opinion on the merits 
of the case, a decisive weight in the balance of judg¬ 
ment, the grounds are surely not inadequate merely 
but offensively irrelevant. It was scarcely worth while 
to pursue the history of the crime through three 
tragedies, deepening the mystery and, if l may use 
a common phrase, piling up the agony on both sides 
in a series of striking scenes and solemn odes, in order 
to reach the conclusion, that moral 



gment is a 



ec- 



personal accident, depending on the casual pr< 
tions of the judge. How can it affect the guut or 
innocence of Orestes, that Athena, from the circum¬ 
stances of her origin, is generally predisposed in favour 
of fathers as against mothers ? Would such a reason 
have been thought decent, mutatis mutandis ,. for a 
human judge, tor one of the Athenian Areopagites ? 
e jurymen are solemnly warned, as they respect 
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their oaths, to consider nothing extraneous to the case 
as sworn before them 1 . Do these warnings mean that 
an Areopagite, who from a comparison of his own 
parents had derived a partiality for either sex, was at 
liberty to indulge this partiality by acquitting or con¬ 
demning the matricide arraigned before him ? Yet 
why not, if Athena may properly base her opinion 
of the case on the fact that she had no mother 

at all ? 

In saving that Aeschylus, if he had wished to 
furnish Athena with a judicial opinion, would have 
provided her with reasons better than this, I do not 
overlook the possibility that this reason may have 
been attributed to the goddess by tradition. W e ha\ e 
no proof of this ; we have no evidence at all that the 
story of Orestes trial and Athena s vote had been cast, 
before Aeschylus, into any such dramatic or other 
literary form as would require a statement of her 
reasons. It is at least possible that, before Aeschylus, 
the whole story was a mere anecdote, supplying a 
dignified precedent for the practice of Athenian jury- 
courts, that equality of votes meant acquittal. But 
suppose otherwise ; suppose that a bad and irrelevant 


i See the trial-scene finsswt and also t/v. 487 4 ^ 9 * 

Kptvatra 8* aerroiv ra>v cp&v to. 3Amra 
jjgc t>, Staipeiv tovto frpayp irrjrvfua y, 

Of>KUV TTtpuii'TaS ffldev €K&lKOl' <f>p€CTlV. 


Sic Cod. Med. The last verse, frustra tentatus , is correct. The genit 
optav depends upon «8 ikov ; the oaths meant here, as the context shows 
(v 486), are those of the parties and witnesses, not of the judges; and 
the literal translation is ‘not travelling at all in their thoughts beyond 
the sworn pleas (iUai),’ that is to say confining their attention strictly to 

the case and its merits. 
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reason, alleged by Athena, was part of the tradition. 
That would not have bound Aeschylus to adopt it. 
He has modified and contradicted the tradition in 
points fully as important as this. He contradicts 
tradition when he says that the Areopagite court was 
first introduced for the trial of Orestes. He modifies 
tradition, and on a vital point, when he makes the jury 
men. The canonical legend said they were gods, and 
held to this view, as we see by the references of 
Athenian orators, always, so far as we know, even 
after Aeschylus, and in spite of the emphatic disclaimer 
of such a function, which he, with his more spiritual 
theology, puts, as we noted before, into Athena's 
mouth. Innovating as he does, in these and other 
points, he could have changed Athena’s reason for her 
vote, if he had thought it bad ; and bad he surely must 
have thought it, if, in his conception, it was to serve as 
basis for a moral opinion and for a judgment on the case. 

But if we take the other alternative, and suppose that 
the judicial question, the question ‘guilty or not guilty?’, 
is really left, as Aeschylus expressly asserts, to the jury 
and the jury only, and that the question decided by 
Athena is merely the practical question, what shall be 
done with an accused person, whom an impartial court, 
representing the best opinion applicable, neither con¬ 
demns nor absolves, being equally divided—then it is 
possible to think that Aeschylus shows both candour 
and perspicacity in making the decision a mere accident, 
and not even professing to ground it upon reason at 
all. For this is what it comes to. The final release 
of Orestes, he being by the court neither condemned 
nor absolved, is due to the fact that it is Athena, and 
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not some other person, in whose hands he is thus left, 
that 5 s # to the fact that he is tried in Athens. Caeteris 


paribus, which parity the trial and division of the court 
establishes, she acts openly upon her personal inclina¬ 
tion. But if the defendant had taken refuge, let us 
say, in Samos, or had been tried in his native Argos, 
and a Samian or Argive Areopagus, constituted by the 
goddess Hera, had divided equally upon his case, then 
Hera, it would appear, being personally in favour of 
the feminine side, might have delivered him to the 
Furies, with no less reason, or lack of it, than Athena 
has for releasing and protecting him. Ov irpon/xTjo-o), 
says Athena. She will not prefer Clytaemnestra to 
Agamemnon. Partiality, preference, after the decision 
or rather non-decision of the court, there needs must be. 


And her preference will be not for the woman. 

Now doubtless it is not in this way that an English 
Aeschylus might be expected to deal with the practical 
question of the release. We should expect rather an 
encomium upon mercy, or a reliance upon our popular 
principle (so-called) that innocence is to be assumed 
until guilt is established. And we might find, m com¬ 
mentaries on the Eumenides , phrases which point in 
this direction; we might find hints of it, praises of 
poiria, and the <f>iXav0pa>m* of Athena in par¬ 
ticular in Greek oratory. But in the Eumenides we 
shall not find them, either here or anywhere. Nowhere 
is there the least suggestion that the release of the 
defendant follows naturally, presumptively, and m pre¬ 
ference to punishment, upon the equal division of the 






79 


The Vote of Athena 


facing 




not logical ? Does it not show in the Athenian poet, 

and in the Athenian mind generally, it Aeschylus here 

follows a tradition, a certain boldness and clearness in 

? The principle of a 

popular judicature, that is to say. of decision by average 
opinion, to which the Athenians, like ourselves, attached 
great importance, does really involve, if pushed home, 
the admission that, in cases of great moral difficulty, 
no determination, deserving to be distinguished as just, 
can be had. For opinion may in reality be equally 

in which case the instrument fails, I he 



Areopagus in such cases dismissed the defendant, but 


was content to base 




merelv on an 


imaginary precedent: Athena, the patron-goddess, had 

ant in an ancient and 
is to say, was a prac- 







voted for a particular 

The practice, 

tice, and nothing more was 
exhibiting this very trial, is compelled to quit the 
ground of precedent, but adheres to logic in care 
separating 





1 

tracing the practical decision to external circumstances, 
personal, casual, and manifestly not constituting a 


ground in reason either for the act or lor the subse- 

o 

quent imitation of it. 

It is thus that we should understand the emphatic 


words with which the goddess prefaces her vote, ipov 
roS’ epyov , 4 Here is a task for me' Naturally (I do 
not say necessarily but naturally) this reminds us by 
contrast of her equally emphatic protest against taking 
a judicial part in the trial : 4 If it be thought by some 
that this matter is too great for mortal man to judge— 
yet neither is it fit for me to discriminate passionate 
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pleas in a cause of blood 1 / The suggestion is, that, in 
such a contest as that of Orestes, even to give sentence 
requires a sympathy with passion not properly attri¬ 
butable to the serene and intellectual patroness of 
Athens. Wide as is the gulf which separates our own 
religious and imaginative symbols from those of 
Aeschylus, it is not, I think, difficult to understand 
here his lofty and impressive turn of thought. We 
suppose then naturally that the decision, which Athena 
describes as 4 a task for her T , is something different in 
kind from that which she has repudiated, and not open 
to the like objection. And such a difference there is, 
if what she undertakes to decide is a practical matter, 
totally independent of the pleas and the question of 
right No passion, nor sympathy with passion, is in¬ 
volved in what is given expressly as a mere fancy, a 
personal and casual preference. So also we account 

for her brevity and what in Aeschylus we must call the 

✓ 4 

lightness of her tone, contrasting strongly with the 
force of Apollo and the solemnity of the Erinyes, nay, 
with the majesty of Athena herself, in the speech with 
which she proclaims the foundation ot the court, and 
in other places. It is hard to suppose that a plea 
so magnificently conducted is determined judicially, 
according to the conception of Aeschylus, by three 
verses, which add not a jot to the argument. So also, 
and hardly, I think, otherwise, we may find intelligible 
and sincere the position taken b\ Athena when 
endeavouring to pacify the Furies after the dismissal 
of the cause : that, the votes on the cause being equal, 
they have sustained no defeat 2 . \\ ith what grace, or 


w. 470 foil. 


* 


795, etc. 


1 


8i 
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what sense, can Athena say this, if, but for the vote of 
Athena, the prosecutors actually obtained a majority 
in a tribunal established by herself? Here also she 
assumes that her ruling, though called a vote, is not 
properly speaking a vote in the cause, a vote upon the 
pleas. The plea of right, by the equal division of the 
best available and only appropriate tribunal, a human 
jury, has been left undetermined ; and the sequel, an 
accident of place and person, imports ‘no defeat in the 
cause’ to either side. The distinction is subtle, but it is 
not unintelligible ; and without it, the consolation offered 
by Athena must, I think, appear frivolous and insulting. 

I have noticed before, that the question we are dis¬ 
cussing could not arise, if we could determine certainly 
the number, odd or even, of the Areopagite jurors in 
the play. Personally I believe that the number was 
ten, or some multiple of ten, and take this to be the 
most natural, though not inevitable, interpretation of 
the ten couplets, five from the prosecutors and five 
from the defending advocate (Apollo), which accompany 
and punctuate the voting 1 . From the little that is 
known respecting the history of the Areopagus may 
be drawn considerations either in favour of a jury 
numbering ten (or tens), or against it. The point 
would be almost determined, and in favour of ten, if we 
might see a reference to this number in the declaration 
of Athena, at the beginning of her foundation-speech 2 , 
that 4 this place (the hill of Areopagus) shall hence¬ 
forth be the place of council for Sexacrroi’— alei 
SeKaoraii' tovto /SovXevTijpiov. Tradition gives these 
very letters, Senacrroju, but divides them, unintelligibly 

1 w . 711—730. * v . 68 n. 


p. 


6 






82 


Praelections 


and wrongly as all agree, into the two words §e e/caorrwv. 
The word Se#ca£€iv, ‘ to count or make up a ten or 
tens,’ seems to have been used originally at Athens, 
as the exactly equivalent decuriare at Rome, for the 
process of selecting and, as we say, empanelling a 
jury. Both words, being employed euphemistically for 
the process of packing or bribing a jury, fell eventually 
into disrepute. But I do not myself think it impossible 
that Aeschylus used SeKacrros, ‘made up by ten or tens’, 
in the proper and higher signification, and that ouei 
SeKacrralj/, ‘ those empanelled from time to time \ 
should be so read and interpreted. This, it true, would 
greatly strengthen the reasons for thinking that the 
Areopagites exhibited in the play are Se/cacrrcH, ten or 
tens in number. It would be also characteristic of 
Aeschylus to find a mystical significance in the 
number, as he does for the seventh gate in the Seven 
Against Thebes . For this he might plead authority 1 ; 

1 Schol, to Aristotle Metaphysics , i. 5 (p. 985 £26); see Berlin ed. 
Vol. iv. p- 541 <£: Pythagorean doctrines respecting the symbolical 
signification of numbers, and particularly of the symbolical number for 
justice . After quoting and explaining views in favour of four, nine , and 
Jive (the last of which turns upon the relation of that number to the decad) 
the commentator adds: evtot Se (patnv on as fiera£v t^s SfxaSos 6 € 
SiKacrriis exaXetro toU UvBayopelois, olov tls 5tx a<rr7 l y ^ ow this mystical 
connexion of Sixafav ( judge ) and ^x^( €LV ( divide) is apparently adduced 
by Aeschylus himself as a point in favour of judging by division, that is 
to say by the votes of a jury, when Athena says (Eum. 487) Kpivmra S' 
atrrav ra> v ipav ra ^iXrara | 17 £ a, St atpetv rouro Trpdyp' enjTvpas. Here 
cTTjrvpas, according to the general use of this word by Aeschylus, suggests 
an etymological point (see my edition of the Seven Against Thebes , 
Appendix ), which is found in the double bearing of btatpclv (Swdfnv- 

All this would lead up excellently to a court of ten (or tens) and 
the equal division of such a court upon a case truly equal and insoluble. 

The mystical connexion is thus extended to “ 

The 4 obvious J conjecture StKaarav (Canter) for S' Udorav in Burn. 684 
appears to me, from a critical point of view, not entertainable. 
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and there are indications of such a purpose in the 
Eumenides itself. And of course ten , or any even 
number of Areopagites, would decisively prove that 
the additional vote of Athena does not make equality. 
I note this in passing, because, though the legal sense 
of Se/ca£e«' has been brought into connexion with this 
enigmatical cue! S’ kK<L<TTo>v , the precise view which I 
suggest, has not, so far as I know, been considered. 

Again, the ambiguity of Athena’s words might be 
cleared, if we could supply her action, if we had 
authoritative stage-directions. ‘ This my vote I shall 
add to Orestes,’ or ‘ I shall reckon as added ’— wpoad-q- 
<ropai. The word seems compatible with either of 
these renderings. Which is meant, and what did the 
actor do ? Shall we suppose that, after the brief 
exposition of her motive, the goddess, proceeding, as 
the jurors have done, to the urns, actually puts in her 
pebble, and then, but not till then, having returned to 
her place, makes the statement that equality absolves 
the defendant ? This action is admissible; and it would 
go far to prove that the ballots, which she next com¬ 
mands to be taken from the urns, and which are 
presently declared to be equally divided, include the 
one which she herself has put in, but it is also sup- 
posable that she does not quit her place, nor actually 
put in a pebble, but signifies merely by gesture, by 
raised hand and extended arm, her will that a vote for 
her shall be ‘ reckoned ’ upon the side of discharge. 
It may be thought that such action, such a difference 
between her and the human jurors, is more consistent 
with her dignity, and better in scenic effect. And we 
have in Euripides, as I have formerly taken occasion 
to remark, a description of this voting, which may be 
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explained as referring to such a gesture. ‘ The equality 
of votes.’ says the Orestes of the Iphigenia m Taurua, 
‘was differentiated in my favour by Pallas with her 
arm \ ’ This oAcvt), with her arm, is enigmatical. 
Many pronounce it nonsense, and they may be right, 
but that is not certain. If Athena voted by gesture, 
by the extended arm, and if this attitude, either as 
devised bv Aeschylus or given by tradition, uas cele- 
brated (as we may well suppose), the allusion of 
Euripides would be explicable. At all events such 
action is quite compatible with the Aeschylean text, 
and will be almost decisive (if we assume it) for the 
view that no pebble of Athena is included among those 

which are taken from the urns and found equal. 

One other detail we may notice, in the language 
and wording of our passage, which I have deferred to 
this place because, among all arguments drawn rom 
the passage itself. I think it perhaps the weightiest. 
If the motive alleged by Athena, her peculiar parent¬ 
age is not the ground of her ruling upon the possib e 
c tse of an equal division, if the motive belongs to 
a vote, distinct from the ruling,-then the> ™lmg use 

has no declared motive at all. Now I ™ br from 

vino that such a treatment would be bad in princip • 
\\ hatever we may choose to say, in a confused and 
popular wav oi thinking, no true reason, no a 

founded on the nature ot right, can g 

• t- anv m0 re than tor punishing, an act 
punishing. an> mo , he f ul i est and 

which the moral quality remains, alte 


1 Eur. Ipk. T. c/>: 


t dtrfp$pri<ri. See 


icraf fJ- OL 

y lrT)<pmi ^aipiBju(€ UoAXas wXevjj. 
Euripides the Rationalist, p. 188 
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best consideration, indeterminate. Nor does Aeschylus 
pretend any true reason; and if the arbitrary action of 
his Athena were taken without any motive expressed, 
nothing could be objected in logic. But for drama, 
for the movement of the scene, some pretext, however 
casual and irrelevant, seems to be, not necessary per¬ 
haps, but certainly desirable. 

But in truth it is not upon the details of our 
passage that the interpretation of it should be rested. 
Of these, on both sides of the dispute, enough has been 
said, and hardly enough, I think, about the relation of 
the Areopagitic trial to the scheme of the play and the 
problems of the entire trilogy. The tremendous dis¬ 
cords of the Agamemnon and the Choephori are not to 
be solved—and the harmony of the Eumenides assumes 
that in some way they are soluble—by methods of 
political compromise or legal procedure ; and if 
Aeschylus pretended that they are, his facility in laying 
the spectre would strangely contrast with his obstinacy 
in raising it. 1 he difficulty, which thinking men must 
feel, in determining the degree and nature of moral 
responsibility, is not limited by local beliefs or tempo¬ 
rary usages. Evil and crime seem to be actually 
produced, at least in part, by forces not clearly distin¬ 
guishable, for us, from the power which condemns and 
punishes. There is, notwithstanding the shallow 
sarcasm of the cynic in Shakespeare, there is, or there 
seems to be, such a thing as the ‘divine thrusting on.’ 
And in the last resort, so Aeschylus declares in words 
which none who reads them ever forgets, we cannot 
throw off the burden of such reflexions otherwise than 
upon a something or someone—that we know not how 
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to name, Zees, ootis mr l<rrlv\ The story of Aga¬ 
memnon, the slot)' of Orestes as shaped and coloured 
bv Aeschylus, are but illustrations of a dilemma which 
did not beo-in with the practice of consulting prophets 
like Calchas, or oracles like that of Delphi, and most 
certainly did not end with the institution of courts such 

as the Areopagus. 

The Eumenuhs is doubtless, in one aspect an 
encomium upon the Areopagus, and upon trial by 
jury as an element in the evolution of Athens ho 
such efficient guardian of society was to be found, we 
are told, either southward in the Peloponnese_ or 
northward to the far side of Macedonia, our cv S*»- 
Sourm ovrc ITcXoiros a roVoisAnd we hat e reaso 
t0 ffiink that this claim, if contemptibly mcMerate in 

comparison with ^^-wi^ts^f mode™ 

Xt^was produced, the jurisdiction of the 
Athenian courts seemed no, unlikely to comprehend 
before lone an area then estimated as enormous , an t 

A •„ hv this extension, their opinion was in no way 
g n A Rut ,n the scheme of the play, as related to 

ot tires,es, m ^ ^ indecisive inci dent. 

and could be no more. juf> . anticipate 

and vulgar, as Fterna i- we are not to suppose 

the judgment of the ^ [he e , ders 0 f the 

the meffabl a at the last to be 



Aearneninon cannot 

* c> 

i Ag. 160. 



v. 703- 
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simply Areopagus, or ‘the Judicial Committee of the 
Privy Council.’ 

I do not for a moment surest that anv one does 

Oo J 

so suppose ; but the danger of such misunderstanding 
seems to be too little considered, when we allow it for 
probable that the verdict or non-verdict of the jury 
includes, as one item, a judicial opinion from the goddess 
Athena. 

The equal votes of the Areopagites settle nothing 
whatever; they merely reduce to numerical precision 
the lesson of the foregoing plays, that, in the world as 
it is, human judgment is often (and if often, why not 
always ?) at a loss whether to absolve or condemn. To 
the desperate cry of the Choephori for a final peace, 

7T(H KCLTaV^Cl 
}J.€TaK(HfAiiJ&kv /A€I OS CITI75; 

the best tribunal in the world replies by a confession of 
nullity. It will neither condemn nor absolve. 

And indeed, the judgment is taken in circum¬ 
stances precluding even the hope of determining in 
this way the general and spiritual problems which 
underlie the particular case. These are determined, 
or rather it is assumed that in some mystic and super¬ 
human manner they are determinable, when the 
Erinyes, for no reason whatever, but influenced, we 
know not how, by Athena, became patrons and de¬ 
fenders of that institution which, prospectively and 
retrospectively, they have denounced as a fraud upon 
justice. But to this reconciliation the sentence of the 
court, if such it can be called, contributes nothing; and 
no sentence, not even one against Orestes and, so far, 
in favour of the Erinyes, could have contributed. For 
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the Erinyes, adding a new and terrible diropia or 
problem to those accumulated in the foregoing story, 
object from the first, and upon grounds neither 
answered nor answerable, not to the judgment or the 
law, but to the tribunal and trial. J ustice, according 
to them, is already denied and overthrown, when a 
sinner, amenable to them, has even the prospect and 

chance of acquittal: 


yvy saTa(rrpo<f>cu recur 

Oetr/iLon-, ti Kpa-njo-ei St'ica re teal fiXafia. 
rov8e fj,r]TpOKTorov . 

Justice, as they conceive it, is essentialh immutable, 
sin where thev recognize it, essentially unpardonable, 
both here and hereafter. If not, if guilt is always 
a question of circumstances and matter of opinion, 
rrlrvei So'/xos StW, the House of Justice comes to e 
ground. Right is a word without any real foundation. 

Upon this point the Furies are adamantine. } 
everv device of poetry and art their implacable, un- 
deviatincr, interminable pursuit is realised and enforced ; 
and the perfectly true proposition, that the mere 
existence of such a thing as a criminal tnbuna ts, from 
one point of view, a denial ol justice, is driven in upon 
° h " least willing mind. Under this light, the problem. 

what should justly be done with Orestes becomes 

scarcely visible in the embracing theorem, that sc.far 

as we actually see. no justice does certainly exist. And 

fact after the dismissal of the defendant, hts personal 

not being in truth the matter of controversy 
case, not Dung m r men- 

between the superhuman d.sputants, is 

i t o-ain Their controversy exists befo 

tioned again. 1 neir , * Eum . 5l( , 

■ Eum. 307 foil., 490 foil, and the pla> passim. 
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trial, survives the trial, must necessarily survive it, and 
by nothing, which occurs in the trial, could possibly be 
affected. 

Now with these, the general lines of the play and 
trilogy, we surely require, for consistency, that the 
equal division of the Areopagus shall be truly and 
absolutely equal, equal in weight as well as in number ; 
and also, that the judgment of the tribunal shall be an 
ordinary human judgment, having indeed as good 
a claim to represent eternal right and the eternal 
mind as any judgment here procurable can have, but 
not a better or a transcendent claim. But how can it 
be so regarded, if one of the so-called units in the 
balance is a judicial opinion on the merits proceeding 
from the Daughter of Zeus ? The difficulties of human 
justice, and all the distracting questions that the trilogy 
propounds and illustrates, arise precisely because no 
such judgment is here procurable. Judgment by peers 
supposes parity among the judges. How could we 
talk of equality or plurality in a jury composed of 
Areopagites (so many) and an Intelligence of Heaven, 
a jury of eleven men and an Archangel ? The judg¬ 
ment of Athena, if she gave any, must obliterate the 
rest, and should be, in itself, decisive. And indeed it 
must be considered, upon this view, a most fortunate 
thing that the human jurors did not give an actual 

* . ^ ^ nearly did, against Orestes and 

ngainst the opinion, subsequently expressed, of the 

go dess. Suppose they had, and that the votes (in¬ 
cluding, or not including, Athena’s) had numbered 
(let us say) 50 in all, and had proved to be 24 for 

acquittal and 26 for condemnation. What then ? Are 
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we to imagine that, in this case. Orestes would have 
been delivered by the goddess, as president, to the 
Furies, in obedience to one or eten two unnamed 
Athenians, and in spite of her expressed opinion that, 
in justice, he ought to be acquitted ? Surely such 
a conception would be profane and grotesque. 

But no such paradox, and no such inconsistency 
with the general lines of the work, is required b\ the 
supposition that, judgment failing, Athena decides, 
upon a casual preference, irrelevant to the merits, what 
is to be done. Upon this view, both the division of 
the court and the practical ruling of the goddess 
leave the question of right precisely where it was, the 
division because it is equal and null, the ruling because 
it is not a judgment. The lesson of the trial is this, 
that a well-chosen jury is indeed the best judicial instru¬ 
ment available to man. a boon so great that religious 
feelincr would naturally assign it to a superhuman 
origin! and suppose for it a divine sanction ; but on the 
other hand, the fact that we have no better judicia 
instrument, that in the last analysis what we ca 
•justice' is never anything more than a balance 
opinion, is a signal illustration of our ^akjss 

°P' l,ion ^ou.d be supposed equalntnd .hen, .hough we 

t which’ cannot have any 

\\ C C d _ . i_chan 


reason at all, and which, if we are honest, we 
I ,i, ns the Athenians did admit it) to be arbitral). 
“'"We expect the judgment of Zeus, .the pedect 
witness of all-judging Jove'; but here we have • 
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And if we will suppose, as it seems (or seemed to 
Aeschylus) intolerable not to suppose, that in some 
way the groping, ineffectual processes of this world are 
justifiable, that is an act of faith, which transcends 
argument and, it exhibited in symbol, must be exhibited 

y 

as a mystery. We mav sav. if we will, that the 

is a bad translation, ior Aeschylean 

y 

purposes \ ery bad, and one would (dadlv be rid of 

■# 

h that the Erinyes, the representatives of un¬ 
failing punishment, could be induced to bless, and do 
bless, our tribunals, though these are the very em¬ 
bodiment ot uncertainty and mutability; but we must 
not say that this blessing' is extorted or procured by’ 
the logical merit of our sentences and executions. It 
is not by the vote of the citizens that Athena, in the 
end, obtains the concurrence of her divine opponents ; 
and still less is it by her arbitrary disposal of the de¬ 
fendant. After all this, the Erinyes are implacable as 
ex er - And not until Aeschylus has made this point 
perfectly clear, does he exhibit that sudden and 
miraculous conversion, that satisfactory but altogether 
mysterious and unexplained reconciliation, which pro¬ 
claims that, beyond these voices, there is an eternal 
peace 1 . 

But the intrusion into the trial of a judicial vote on 
the part of Athena, or even a declaration of her mind 
upon the guilt or innocence of Orestes, would, as it 
;eems to me, upset altogether the scheme of Aeschylus’ 
thought and the significance of his picture. The 

1 On the conversion of the Eumenides, I would refer to a lecture 
lelnered to the Classical Association of England and if-,/.. . . 

neeting in January t9o6, and to be published in their Proceedings. lle "" 
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unabated hostility of the Furies becomes, upon this 
reading, the mere wilfulness or brutality of inferior 
creatures. Their subsequent appeasement contributes 
nothing of value to the conclusion; and we should 
wonder why Aeschylus has invested them with so 
much dignity, or why he abandoned what appears to 

O * * - 

have been the true and original version of the legend, 
that after the trial the defeated fiends fled in impotent 
disgust to their nether darkness. This version is 
mentioned by Euripides in the epilogue to his Electra, 
where he seems to be merely citing mythological 
traditions and has certainly no motive for innovation. 
It is far more simple, and more agreeable to the pro¬ 
cesses of unreflective minds, than the mystical recon¬ 
cilement pictured, and in all probability in\ ented, by 
Aeschvlus. Euripides, to whose interests and con¬ 
victions the whole myth was indifferent, no part of 
religion at all, is content, for theatrical purposes, to 
give the tradition in its native crudity'. For the author 
of the Prometheus , mythology had another value: he 


alters in order to preserve. 

In this brief sketch, I of course make no pretence 

even to summarize all that can be brought to bear, 
more or less immediately, upon our theme. I ha\e 
said nothing about the much debated question, what 
number or numbers, if any, were established or ad¬ 
mitted in the composition of an Areopagitic jury, nor 
of the question, strangely little considered, by whom 
or how such a jury was actually selected. I cannot 
discuss the scribble upon our MS. of the -. Emrnnuto, 
which states that ‘the Areopagttes , whatever th 
means, were 31. Those who do discuss it. commonly 
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begin with the disquieting supposition that the writer 
meant 51, whereby we bring him into touch with our 
perplexing and dubious fragments of information about 
the Ephetae, the legislation of Draco, and so forth. 
Nor can I consider the much more pertinent legend, 
which makes the jury, in the case of Orestes, to be the 
Twelve Gods, 12 therefore in number. 

It is, I think, easy to overestimate the weight of 
such external considerations in the interpretation of 
a work of art. Compared with considerations drawn 
from the play itself, and founded upon what we know 
to have been present to the mind of the playwright, 
external matter is insignificant. We cannot be sure 
that either playwright or audience would have attached 
any importance to it. Without any disrespect to 
Aeschylus and the Athenians, it may well be doubted 
whether he or his contemporaries generally knew 
much about the archaeology of the Areopagus, the 
Ephetae, and the legislation of Draco, or had any 
such fixed conception of the first criminal trial as 
would prevent an artist from shaping the procedure in 
whatever way was best suited to exhibit his own idea. 
I he student of history has views very different from 
those of the average contemporary, and knows much 
which, as a critic of art, he will do well to forget, 
because an artist, not working for students, was* at 
1 erty to ignore it. Even historical plays make, for 
t e most part, very little pretence to satisfy the his¬ 
torian ; and for Aeschylus the historical element was 
a most neg igible. The historical conscience, and the 
legal knowledge, of his audience cannot have had 
sufficient consistency to inspire respect, or to em- 
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barrass him in his proper function, the spectacular 
exhibition of his idea. 

The general colour of the play does not suggest 
that the poet concerned himself much with erudition 
ot any kind, historical or legal. Nothino- is more 
striking than the absence from the play of those local 
touches, which he could have given in abundance. 
The specific features of the place of judgment, the 
Areopagus Hill, are ignored almost entirely. The 
Acropolis is pictured (if it is pictured at all) in a 
fashion so slight and symbolical, that we actually 
dispute, and cannot determine, whether or not the 
Acropolis, as distinct from the Areopagus, furnishes 
the playwright with a scene. Mythological traditions 
(so far as we know them) are set aside without scruple, 
if thev do not suit the Aeschvlean idea. 

The idea, to artist and audience, is everything. 
Bv that, bv the frame of the whole, we should be 

J * 

guided in the provisional preference of an interpre¬ 
tation, where the words of the document appear to 
leave ambiguity. Now the idea of the Eumcnides 

o s 

seems to be this. A discord, a fundamental contra¬ 
diction, appears between two qualities, both of which 
we would fain attribute to justice—fixity and equity. 
Hence the uncertainty of our moral judgments, an 
uncertainty, which, it is easy to see, is the very 
cause and matter of tragedy. To each side of the 
dilemma Aeschylus assigns superhuman representa¬ 
tives, who disagree, each with irrefragable reason, 
on the question whether human justice, justice as 
administered among men, can be truly just. When, 
by a test-case, tried according to the best method 
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practicable, the divine dispute has been shown to 
admit of no human conciliation, we are consoled and 
fortified by a mystical reconcilement, commended to 
our acceptance by the beauty with which it is in\ested. 
The assurance, which reason cannot give, is reached by 
an appeal to faith. The Avengers (we know not why) 
approve in retrospect an act of mercy ; and the validity 
of law, in the best form known among men, is certified 
by a picture of divine peace, which we accept as true, 
not upon any argument, but moved by our moral 
desire, not because we can discover justice, but because 

we will 

The mystical reconciliation is attributed by Athena 
to Zeus, whose name (we saw) is recognized by 
Aeschylus in the Agamemnon as the best available 
symbol, though not adequate, for the object of his 
faith, the solver of human doubts. The same reserve, 
the same jealous determination to accept no final term 
for an infinite mystery, is shown in the last words of 
the Eumenides, when the achieved concord is rested 
not even upon ‘Zeus’, but upon a ‘condescension’ or 
compact between the personal ‘Zeus' and the almost 
impersonal symbol of ‘Moira’ or Destiny. Throughout 
the play, the name of ‘ Moira ’, and the still vaguer 
plural ‘Moirai’, is associated with the more ancient 
dynasty, of which Zeus is not only heir but also 
adversary, and which the Erinyes, the Avengeresses, 
themselves represent and champion. The rehabilita¬ 
tion of justice, the repair of the sceptical ruin in 
which ‘the House of Justice’ is left by the ambiguous 
result of the trial, is to the last presented as the work 
of some influence, power, spell, operation, which tran- 
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scends the faculties of human thought and language, 
a fusion of opposites, not to be covered by any 
single name, nor by any such one-sided conception as 
that of ‘victory". All this is thoroughly consistent 
with the poet s mind as exhibited in the Prometheus 
and elsewhere ; it is the attitude of a mystic. 

We should not easily believe, that this author was 
guilty of an oversight and error so inconsistent with 
his apparent purpose, as to put into one scale of his 
earthly tribunal a judgment from the Daughter of Zeus, 
and to propound, in words of his own, reasons upon 
which that judgment is founded. The equipoise, the 
ambiguity, which creates the opportunity and necessity 
for the solution by faith, is thus destroyed; we are 
assumed to know, and to be capable of proving, that 
the earthly tribunal does administer justice, to know 
this, and not merely to believe it; and the mystical 
coalition, by which the divine opponents of the tribunal 
agree to bless it. becomes a superfluity, a symbol with¬ 
out interest or content. Aeschylus was no doubt capable 
of error, but he is entitled, like any one else, to a pre¬ 
sumption in favour of his consistency, especially upon 
the main lines of his thought and composition. Where, 
as in our passage, his words, in themselves, leave a 
mere doubt, a perfectly indeterminate choice, t e con¬ 
struction favourable to his consistency, though not 
demonstrable, seems to be something better than the 

bett On OP the° whole therefore, while admitting both 

opinions of our passage as possible and rese ™^ 
place for any real proof which may be discovered o 
either side. I do not think it necessary, or even just 


The Tote of Athena 



to the poet, to preserve, in the meantime, an absolutely 
open mind. In the absence of demonstration to die 

A. i* * * 

contrary, the proposition that the ‘vote of Athena in 
the Eumcnides is not a judicial vote, not an opinion 
on the merits of the case, and therefore is not included 
in the equal division of the tribunal, should be regarded 
as an article of commentatorial faith. 
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THE SECOND CHORUS OF THE 

AGAMEMNON 



THE SECOND CHORUS OF THE 

AGAMEMNON. 


Clytemnestra has just finished her brilliant de¬ 
scription of the beacons, by which, as she declares, 
Agamemnon has signalled to her across the sea the 
news of his success—the fall of Troy and the defeat 
of Priam and his son, the sinner Paris. This circum¬ 
stantial account the Elders accept—at any rate for the 
moment—as convincing evidence, and thereupon break 
out into a Te Deum for the victory. They open with 
preliminary anapaests to the effect, ‘ This is the Lord’s 
doing; it is Zeus of Hospitality that I acknowledge as 
the author of this act: if his vengeance has been long 
in coming, it has only been deferred in order that the 
blow might fall the surer.’ Then the lyric takes up 
that declaration and pursues it. 
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“Aid? •jfkaryav e\pvatv 9f eiirelv 
7 Tapeanv, tovto t it~ij(V€vo‘ai • 
ihrpatjep co? Htcpavev, ovtc €<f>a n? 
06OV9 fiporr&v a^iovtrOai piketv 
d(roi? aOiKTmv 'XP’ptS 
Traroid' • o S’ ovx ewrejSiJv* 
TT€(f)avTcu S’ hsrlvova 
drokprjr&v dpi} 

irveoimov pel^ov rj B maims, 

ipXeov twv Bmpdrmv inr€p<f>€v, 
inrep to /3£\ti<ttov. earm S* dirq- 
pavrov Act dirapKeiv 
ev irpairiZmv \ajjovra. 

ou *yap 6(mv ewaXfi? 
ttXoi/tov TTpo? xopov dvopl 
Xweriaavn peyav Atica? 
fimpow els dtf>dv€iap. 

fli&TiU ?* a raXatra II etdci, 

irpo£oif\ot; ttoI? tfyepros *ATa? - 


379 

380 



395 

397 


379 *xoura» altered to fxowr’ Flor. lx®** 1 * Fam. * De vera distinguendi 
ratione nemo seme! monitus dubitabit. Aids rAa-ydr ^xowrt. irf*» kahent.* 

Blom field: but few have heeded. n^rw is ‘that judgment may be 

pronounced indeed ’; as in Tkeb. 906, and Philemon frag. 108 ‘ roAdr rd 0 r§- 
ccccr' imp M rovry With these words they take up the declaration of 


v. 374* 

380 rwr’ cfix r€ *^ r<u MSS.: tovtA t Botssonade. 

385 W+arr« i' terfoouw dvoV+rwr jpj: the MS. reading is a^awni r 

| |y j, w (l^yivouo- Fam.) 4roV^w» Apq p«fi» i Sualttr, which b 

meaningless. We can quickly clear the ground ; for a little reflection will admit 
what Karsten and Weil have pointed out, that there b no place here either for 
Srrtrmt or for 'Ape wreirrwr: Paris, who is the sinner (v. 409), has paid lor ** 
sin in his own person : and the subject of the passage b the retribution falhrwmg 
sin that comes through a spirit made insolent with riches; whereas Apqwrrimw 
Wl> ’ ^ ittaim would condemn him for a spirit ever Mlitose ! Hartung’s rearing 
.K«,4„rr UTiro** a riAjur vir 'Ape v»e<Wrwv «W., besides pving an unparalWed 
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I 1 

\ 

“ Struck iy the hand of Zeus ! ” ay, truth indeed, 

And traceable: ’tis the act of will decreed 
And purpose. Under foot when mortals tread 
Fair lovely Sanctities, the Gods, one said, 

The easy Gods are careless:—’twas profane! 

Here are sin’s wages manifest and plain, 

The sword’s work on that swelled presumptuousness, 
With affluent mansions teeming in excess, 

Beyond Best Measure:—best, and sorrow-free, 

The wise well-dowered mind’s unharmed Sufficiency! 

The Rich man hath no tower, 

Whose Pride, in Surfeit’s hour, 

Kicks against high-enthroned Right 
And spurns her from his sight. 

I ? 

Child of designing Ate’s deadly womb, 

The wretch Temptation drives him to his doom. 

caesura, is untenable for sense: nevertheless the chief part of the credit is due 
to him for eKTtvowa. For dprj I merely restore apt}, havoc , destruction by the 
swords a word used by Aeschylus in Supp. 86. No accusative is now required 
with €KTivov<ra , because dph is itself the penalty—a turn of phrase exactly 
paralleled in s'. 151a dUas irax*^ Kovpoftbptp Tappet, There is the same 

conception in 760—6 (baiptova rirav) and in Cho. 643 (rivets' fivaos). 

The best illustration of the whole passage is a chorus very closely imitating 
it in Eur. H.F. y for which see Class. Rev. 1901, p. 104. This should be studied 
attentively from v. 747 dvrhrotva 5 1 4ktIv tav r6\fia to the end a vvv 4aopwvrt 
et £t<pr)<p6pb)v 4s dytivcov a/xtWav el rb Sikcuov 0eots fr' dpeatcet. 

395 els dc|>dv€Uiv: that is otolv tt)v Sltcyv ns atpaviar). Trag. frag, in Stob. 
Eel. I. 3. 45 a<ppoves 5’ 8 tto<toi rb bite atov Sty ova' virb ras dbUov fiords a<pav4s. 

397 irpopovXdirais &{»epTos "Aras of the MS. is not a metrical line at all, apart 
from strophic correspondence. irpofiovXov irais (Hartung) is right: Soph. frag. 
533 iroiKt\ofj.h Tl bss arot, Cho. 645 t4kvov 5’ 4weta<p4pet bbfiots atp-dnay Tra\atr4pu)v 
rivet# fxvaos XP^ V V kXvto. fivaabtpptav 'Eptvvs y like Hecate in Macbeth , 1 the close 
contriver of all harms.’ it pbfiovKoa irai<r was probably the first stage in the error. 
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atco$ Be irappdraiov' ovrc €Kpvd>0rj t 

7 rpeirei Be, <£>&)? alvakMpire^, <rtvo^ • 

/ca/co& Be xaXfcov rpoirov 

rpLfitp re teal irpoafUoXaZ*; 

pekapirmyi ]9 TreXet 

St/tat cadet? (e 7 ret 

$ta>/cet 7rat9 ^rorarov opviv), 

7roXet 7 TpOGTplflfJM Ge\$ cUf)€pTOV 


Xirdv S’ axovei /iev oun? 
rav o iirl<rTpo<f>ov tSsv 
< f>d)r aBitcov k ad cupel* 

0 I 0 ? /rat Ilapt? eXdtwi' 
€? Bopov tov 'ArpeiBav 
ycrxyve t-evLav rpatre- 
£av tcKonratat yupaucos. 



X*7 rovaa S' a<rrotertp dcnrUrropa 9 

/cXopot/? XcryyipoxK re /cat vavfSdras orrXtcr/tov?, 

ayovad r avrUftepvov ’IXtf> (ftOopdp, 

fiefiajcev ptpef>a Bid irvXdv , 

aTXi/ra rXaaa* TroXXa 5 * earevov 

raB' eWeTroiTe? So^tcas/ 7 rpo<f>rjrcu* 418 

“ ta> ta> $&/ta £%ta /cal irpopoi, 

Id) Xe^o? teal art/3oi <fn\dvopes. 

Trapean at yds dripaw; dXoiBopovs 421 

. . . . atfyqpevwv IBelv • 

?ro09> S' m/nrovTta? 

<f>a<rpa Bo^ei Bopmv dvdtraeiv. 


405 Wilamowito• Moellendorff restored the words to their proper aider: what 
the MS. gives i^Xet rpfierpitip ljxpro* Mi, is merely a case of simplex an% as 
explained in my paper on Transposition of Words Class, Ret, 1901, p. 143* 

418 Sd|uw ipo^ijw * spokesmen of the house* are members of Mendaas* 
household whose gossip voiced abroad the condition of aiiairs within. These 
revelations they convey in guarded language like the Chorus in the Ckeepkmm 
4 ;—83, not mentioning names, but saying rpi/MM, ^reprwriaf, MA 
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Then cure is all in vain. The vice he wears 
He cannot hide; sinister gleam declares 
His mischief; as base metal at the touch 
And trial of the stone, he showeth smutch 
(This fond man like a child a-chase of wings), 

And the awful taint on all his people brings : 

To prayers is not an ear in Heaven ; one frown 
All conversant with such calls guilty and pulls down. 

Such Paris was, that ate 
Within the Atridae’s gate, 

And then disgraced the Strangers bread 
By theft of woman wed. 


II 1 


To Argos hurrying tumult, thronging power 
Of men-at-arms and men-at-oars bequeathing,—- 
To Ilium bringing death for her sole dower,— 

Ah, tripping it through her gate she’s flown, 

A crime done!—Then did voices moan, 

The secrets of the house in sorrow breathing ■ 

r> 1 

The Home , woe , woe, the Home ! The Princes , woe ! 
The impress where the wedded limbs yet show ! 

There yonder abject sits, where nil may see. 

Shamed., unreviling, silent, bowed indignity: 

Pined so with his beyond-sea dream 
Afar, so lovesick, he shall seem 
The pale faint ghost of proud authority. 


421 iraptoTi o-iYds anpos dXofSopos aSurros d<jx|Uv<ov I8tiv MSS. neither 
sense nor metre : with tr^ds drifts dXoiSopovs Hermann restored both. The 
corruption was introduced by some scribe who failed to perceive the construction 
of trdpcm, «*-thought that it required a nominative. Just the same thing 
happened m Eur. Tro. 3 6 5 ’ dOMov rtjvS' rf t. s elaopa, 0 A«, wdperrw, 

Kt'tuZ ’ rWX "' ™ p0S : where inferior MSS. give rrdpearar E Kafir; 

„ J at i 8Krr<>S f ould be is uncertain. a<j>q|iA'a>v Dindorf, ‘sitting apart’; 
by Homer of Achiiles sulking in his tent. Greek, like other Oriental 

mourners, sat or grovelled on the ground; «By the waters of Babylon we sat 
down and wept, remembering Zion.’ 1 
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evftopfjxcv Sc tcokoaa&v 
cyderat yapis avBpi, 
ofipaTtov S' iv ayifvuur 
eppei trad 'AtftpoSira, 

oveipocf/avrot Sc veivij/iowt 

irdpciat Sogat <f*povaa* y°P lv P ATa * av ' 

parav yap, dr av caffKa ns SotcStf o pap 

TrapaWafjaaa Sta yepStv 

fiepaicev oyfns ov pcOvarepov 

trrepots oiraSots vtrvov KcXcvdtov. 

t a pcv tear oikovs cartas ojpj 

raS' carl /cal to >p 8' virepffarwrepa • 

to trap S’ atf>' "E Waves alas avvoppevois 
ircvBcC aT\t)o ucdpSios 
Soiuov cKaarov wpevet’ 

7roXXa yovv dtyyava vpos fjirap‘ 


4*7 


4*9 


43* 


434 


437 

43 ^ 


427 i|i|uiw S* iv dxip*«s •™ r ‘ ‘A+poStTO is precisely like an Orphic 
line quoted by Lobeck Aglaophamus p. 951, xopur S’ SKKvphov left* rOotpyBt 
’A 04 rv ‘ with the destruction of hands, Athena (the goddess of handicraft) was 
lean gone ’: and so all spirit of love, love-sense, is departed in the lack of 
eyes, which are the channels of desire (Wos). and were created, according to 

Empedocles, by Aphrodite. 

,, g Ttvfejpovts of the MSS. is contrary to the sense: wmBtgunos Hoosman 
(‘si dicerentur inteUigerem* Karsten) rightly: tr. 186 Bmlpov pdopar 

eirri&ff. , ^ fi * f 

.11 This line has caused much trouble because the sentence has no Brute 

verb; yet Sokov dpt, the most plausible of the conjectures, cannot be right, 

because Greek never said Sokov opo, always Boko ipav. The verb is m ha 

omitted, with dramatic effect : ‘ For oft as, dreaming that he beholds his joy, 

would embrace): I have given many similar examples in Clou. hev. 189s, 

P aeXeiiftMS MSS., an easy error for reXeitfw (Karsten): when there was 

the choice, Aeschylus can hardly have preferred to make the sense less luod 

hv an assonance less pleasant to the ear. . 

*27 ro roe S' **' #U«t Sot ofur of the MSS. is impossible rhythm tore, it 

wotdd be a single unrepeated hgaeedic figure in a stanza of quite different ihytfam. 

vXqwucdp&os MSS.: I correct the 
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Fair shapely marbles white 
Vex the distasting sight ,— 

Lost in the lack of eyes that shone , 
The warm love dead and gone . 


II 2 

“ Dream-shown , in flattering shape , i&wi phantasies , 
lVith joy—fond illusion all their bringing ! 

Blissful in vision there when heaven is his — 

Ah, vanishing through his arms away 
'Tis gone , with never pause or stay , 

Fast on the fickle paths where Sleep is winging 

These are the one forlorn home's miseries, 

And more exceeding bitter yet than these. 

And what at large for all that host of war 
Far hence } the general legion sped from Hellas shore? 
Theirs in their several houses due 
Is mourning and heart-broken rue— 

Cause enough, sure, keen-touching to the core! 


is there that does not feel grief and indignation ? ! But applied to mourning, 
T\r}<TiK&pSios would be a contradiction in terms : Horn. I 3 irtvdeX 5’ a rXr/Ttp 
jSe^oXiJttTo (T 367 &t\tjtov dyes, Apoll. Rhod. n. S58 o) 5 os). T 18 r4r\a8i 
KpaSirf' Kai Kvm-epw d\Xo xor’ StXtjs. E 382 rrrXaflt ...teal a^do^eo k 7]8 ou 4 vt} 7 rep. 
Q 48 dXX’ 7} rot ArXaiVas zai odvpapevos pederiKev * t\tjtop yap potpat, dvpov Betrav 
d»8parrotffL, Archilochus 9. 3—10 ending rX^re, ywaucelov ir4tt0os axw- 
aapevoi. Agam. 886 TXatr’ arevd^rtp <ppa>i. Anth. Pal. VII. 335 t\^ 0 l 

T€P$os i tvraaov daKpv. Hesychius who records T\aal<ppova: v*opovtjtik6v 
4 Patient,* 4 long-suffering/ * stout-hearted/ records also the negative drXi|<rf0pwp: 

ovfepids t6Xmi?s tvvoiav and, like this, ‘ broken-hearted' is arXipri- 

KapSbOS. 

The critics ha\ e not seen that the dative (ruvoppevois depends upon irp£ir€i: 
what is proper for a victor is acclamation, as in Find. N. 3. 67 ^od viKa<p6pu 
(tvp ’Apt<rrocXctf* xpexa: what is proper for the dead is regretful lamentation. 
It is to xpexei in that sense that yovv refers; there is reason in plenty why their 
houses should behave so; well they may! 










io8 


Praelections 


0&9 fiev yap Ti? errepyfrep 
oiSeVy dirrl Se (fxarcov 
revxv Kai orroSo^ efc e*ca- 

<TTOV SopLOVS a<hlfCV€tTai. 

6 XpV(TaflOtj3Q$ 8' V Ap7/9 (TCDpUlTCOP 

kcu ra\avrovx°$ ^°P 

7rvpco0€P i!~ ’JXiod 

c piXoKTi 7r€fjL7T€C /3apv 

‘s^rifypa Svaba/cpuTOp av- 
Trjpopos arroSov yepl- 
K(op \e$r}Tas evQirovs. 
arivovcri S’ ev Aiyovres av- 
Spa top pev o>9 tt'd-XJls tSpiSy 
top S' eV (povals KaXco 9 rrecropr — 
aXXorpia 9 Sw yvvaiKos” 
rdSe trlyd r/9 fiav^ei, 

(bdovepop S' v7T a Ay 09 eprrei 
Trpodifcoi^ ArpeiSat 9 . 

Ot S' aifTOV 7T€pl T€t^09 

$i)Ka<; ’I\(aSo9 709 
€Vfiopd>oi Karexovcnv • £%- 
0 pa S l^oirra9 e/cpvyjrev. 

ftapeta S' a err cop (pan 9 <tvd kotw' 
ST/^o/tpaVroi/ 8* apa9 tidc* XP^o?* 
u€i'€t d ateovirai Tt flOV 

f 

fj.ipip.PCL PVKTIfpefptS * 

ttoXvktopojp yap ovk 

daKorroL 0€oi * *eXa/- 

J’£lt 3 Ep^069 

TVXVP™ okt’ avet* 8i*a9 


445 


469 


44 S A tire example to show Aeschylus’ power of developing an >“ a S e ] “ d 
sustaining it: the God of War is like a money-changer who gives gold for bulkier 
metal; but his dealing is in flesh and blood; he has his scales 6 

changer, but thev are the scales of battle; he receives a human body, a mans 
bulkT and what he gives back in exchange is like the merchants goW^ 
(***«), find in Me fin. and heavy. for it causes heaviness; 
vessels which are tvderoi, a word covering two senses han y 
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From each home once there went 

A man forth : him it sent 

Each knows ; but what are these return ? 

A little dust, an urn. 

Ill 1 

Ares, the Changer—of the Body's coin, 

With scales poised-—where the spears in battle join, 
Fined in the furnace home from Ilium sends 
Dust, heavy dust and sore to weeping friends,— 

A live man’s worth of ash, full-measured load 
In small jars’ compass decently bestowed ! 

Then wail the sorrowing kinsmen, and belaud each man, 
This for a perfect soldier, how that fell 
Glorious amid the carnage, fighting well— 

“For another's wife!" the growl comes low, 

And sores against their Princes grow, 

This process that began. 

Others possess their tomb 
There, in their beauty’s bloom— 

Troy’s holders, in the land they hold 
Graved, beneath hated mould ! 


Ill 2 

A people’s talk is dangerous when it storms ; 

The effect of public curse their wrath performs. 
For something cloaked within the night my mind 
Stands listening:—the divine eyes are not blind 
To men of blood : the man of mere success, 
Luck’s thriver in defect of Righteousness, 


decently disposed’ bene compositi applied to a corpse: Bekk. An. 4 o. 23 evOeretv, 
vtKpbv : TO eC Ko&fieiv 4u ra<poi$ vtKpbv. The last point has been missed. 

469 Another image, developed out of the word dfiavpbp: Hesiod had said 
that when a man is prosperous unrighteously, pua 84 /u» pLavpovat deal, puPvBovtn 
oUov Op. 325, and 2 So os 84 K€..Mktjv £\a^a$ v^kcctqv da<jdrj , too 84 r dfiavpo- 
repTj yevti) fxeroTnae e \ 4 \enrraL. The meaning of ir<tWnx« Tpipa j 9 Zot> (which has 
not been understood) is 4 with detrition by reverse fortune ’ wasting him away again. 
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rraXivrv^l rpiftd (3 lov 

/i « * » * » f »» 

Tiusicr afiavpov ev o tu- 
gtois t eXe^oyTos ourt? a\fcd. 

TO S’ U7Tep/C07T&J9 tfXuew' 6V 

f 3 apv * / 3 aXXerat yap oo’o'ots 
Siodep tcdpava . 476 

KpLvco S’ a<f>dovov o\fiov‘ 

pLTjT €IT}V TTTOXtTTOpOlJS, 

fJLTjT OVV CLVTOS a\OV 9 b'7T GA.- 

Xgu $ioi> /eariSfHju. 


476 icepawos MS.: tcapava Tucker, just what is required; the ifjw are the 
jealous eyes of Zeus. 


Consider for a moment what has happened. We 
began, as vou remember, with an exultant hymn for 

O / ' ' 

triumph over Troy; and we have ended in the 
profoundest gloom of apprehension for the conqueror. 
We passed,—almost insensibly, through the masterly 
skill of the transitions—first from the sin of Paris to 
the flight of Helen ; thence to the private sorrows of 
the deserted husband ; then, in a single phrase which 
carried us in a sweep across the sea and back, to the 
public suffering of Greece at large the warriors who 
have lost their lives abroad, and the mourning of their 
kinsmen in their several homes ; thence to the covert 
murmurs of resentment—disaffection spreading like a 
gangrene in the people s hearts towards Agamemnon , 
and the dangers threatening him both from God and 

man. 

And in the following scene w r e find the same effect 
repeated. The Herald enters full of joy and thank- 
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Doomed by the dark Avengers, wanes again at last, 
Dwindling, until he fades out where the dim 
Lost shadows are ; and there, no help for him.— 
And Fame, too loudly when she cries, 

Is dangerous also; flashing eyes 

Of Zeus the proud height blast. 

Mine be the happy state 
That moves no jealous hate; 

No conquest, neither let me see 
My own captivity. 


fulness and enthusiasm—it is just because of the 
disaffection towards Agamemnon which there is so 
much reason to anticipate that he is at such pains to 
bespeak him a good welcome. He does all he can to 
confine their attention to the bright side,—but in vain; 
the Elders force him to disclose the disaster to the fleet 
and the loss of Menelaus ; our bright hopes are dashed, 
and we are left once more in deep despondency. 

1 his is the poet whom criticism even in the time 

Aristophanes had begun to disparage with the 
epithet a£ vtrraTos—incowposittts . as Quintilian translates 
it; whatever may be the precise significance of the 
term, it implies at any rate some defectiveness in 
construction, composition, or vital unity of thought. 

It is a defect which is certainly not apparent in the 
plays that we possess. On the contrary, the more we 
study them, the more. I think, we shall discover in 
them what is to my mind the highest of artistic 
qualities—the power of construction, of designing a 
composition from the beginning to the end and 
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controlling the relations and proportions of one part 
to another; the power that corresponds to strategy as 
opposed to tactics : or the statesman’s power as opposed 
to the mere politician's, the power that in art is 
exhibited in the highest degree by Beethoven. 

Somewhat a remote analogy that may seem 
perhaps : but it was not merely fanciful or ornamental; 
I used it with a definite meaning. A play of Aeschylus 
does seem to me to resemble more than anything a 
movement of a modern symphony ; a trilog)' is three 
successiye movements; with a scherzo , the Satvric 
play, to follow. And his way of work is yen- much 
like that of modern musicians using themes and motives. 
He will have moral ideas and large figurative concep¬ 
tions, lyrical in character, running through a whole 
play, which do not mar the vividness of the dramatic 
action, but like musical motives knit the whole frame 
up and give it just that crvcrTacris, or vital unity, 
which it has been the tradition to regard his plays 
as lacking. 

For example, in the Seven against Thebes from the 
first phrase to the last and recurring through the play 
we have the figure of the storm-tossed Ship of State. 
In the Choephoi'oe the main conception of this kind 
is a change from Darkness into Light; ‘ the Night 
is departed' is the burden of the last chorus: and 
again the usurping tyrants in the palace are. as it were, 
a foul pollution Or disease, to be purged out, or cut 
out with the knife. Those notions again to the mind 
of Aeschylus could hardly fail to suggest the analogy 
of the Great Mysteries, in which those initiated and 
made perfect after purifying ceremonies passed from 
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profound darkness suddenly into a great light: and, 
as I have lately pointed out, more than one passage, 
but notably the last chorus, is to be interpreted as an 
allusion to them. 

In the Agamemnon , the quarrel between Greece 
and Troy is like a case-at-law—that is one of these 
figurative ideas, a minor one. But the main one is 
contained, as I believe, in the first two stanzas of the 
chorus I have just quoted. There is much in them, 

I suspect, which will have seemed obscure: but the 
reason it appears obscure is this,—that it is all allusion 
to doctrines which the poet presupposed his audience 

to know, but which to us are not familiar as they 
should be. 

There was a body of ideas which the Greek race 

had adopted or evolved as conclusions reached by 

man s experience the maxims of the Seven Sages are 

among the earliest and simplest. 1 hese were accepted 

as established truths, and were the bases for the order- 

ing of life. This is different from our ways, and we are 

not accustomed to it, because we do not live by proverbs ; 

but the East does still, and the Greeks did. They may 

hat e had the defects of the quality, but they had the 

most serious intellectual love of truth, and they clung 

to these conclusions as the proved results of human 
science. 

These ideas, already known—familiar for the most 
part as the Ten Commandments—the poets are con¬ 
stantly alluding to and founding metaphors upon ; they 
are like themes on which a musician composes variations; 
not themselves to be regarded as mere casual em¬ 
broidery, but as the frame or base on which the fabric 

P. 


8 
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of the whole is built. Suppose you listen, say. to a re¬ 
mote variation of Beethoven’s on God Save the King, 
it is certain you will appreciate much better what the 
artist is doing if you happen to have heard the tune 
before and bear it in your mind. So what we have to 
do is to become familiar with the themes, b ntil we 
are familiar with them, and can use that currency. we 
shall never be able to read Aeschylus or Pmdar or 
Sophocles or Euripides, or Greek literature generally, 

«■* 

the characteristic axiom of the Greeks ; their ideal was 
rhe Harmless Mean, a modest competence, because 

Too Much brought Harm • 'R . k th 

. , •. .tu. blessino- ot the Lord, it maketn 

rich and he addeth no sorrow with it. 

hcsides allusions, where that view 
scores of passages, besides anusioi 

is definitely stated. cpnuence equally 

„ A d • ^A- irXovros or rpvS-q. they said, excessive 
wealth or luxury ie r^ as in a CO m- 

f A P u crets above himself’ and kicks, iniftw 

led hors Aeschvlus in his characteristic 

develops that into an image—‘ when a man in 
Surfeit of Wealth kicks at the 8™ |, th 

iftn was the opposite ol Aun). R» Represented 

,,-hom 'At, is in alliance : somet.mes At, is rep 

as her scrv 3.nt. 
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‘ Pride goeth before destruction, and a haughty 
spirit before a fall ’: v/Spis leads to arrf —Harm, 
Destruction, Perdition, Damnation, Ruin, Doom. 
o\e 0 pos was used in the same sense, and Aeschylus 
uses fikdfir) and Tnjpovi) as synonyms of an): in 
the two most important passages in Homer about 
Attj (I 5®5> T 9 1 ) you will find that *Ati 7 /3\dirTei. 

That is the meaning of a phrase in the first chorus 
{123), the young hares ( 3 \aftivra koicrd'uov hpopwv. 
Hares run in courses , 8 pop.oi : Troy ran nine, she 
lasted out nine years; but before she could outlast 
the tenth, the stroke of v Attj fell— ‘'Att) <f> 0 dvu, fikdn- 
rovcra, Homer says—preventing her and disappointing 
her of her escape. 

All these are words in which we must look for a 

significance when they occur; and there are three 

others which are significant in this connexion, denoting 

stages on the road to ruin :—eXirts, Hope, of WTongful 

gain, Ambition: for example see the chorus in the 

Antigone at line 582, and the passage about Coronis in 

Pindar, Pythian 3. 19. So, to look no further, you 

will find in more than one place in Thucydides (iii. 45, 

v. 103) how ikvls fikanrei. The other two are Opdo-os, 

Hardihood, rash, confident Security ; and ToX.ju.ot, darino - 
Boldness, Crime, or Sin. & 

\\ e are in a position now to understand a figurative 
passage at line 995 of the Agamemnon : 

koX TTpd fiev r t XprifLuTuv 

KTT\cri< 0 v otcvos jSaAwi; 
o~<f>evB6va<; o7r’ evpeTpov — 
ovk eSv Trpo7ra<{ Sop,o<{ 

Tri)p,ova<; yepimv ayav. 


8—2 
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; KVm , hesitation, seems at first sight strange; we 
should expect rrpo(tyu'«, ready willingness ; and what 

is o-MoVcts «» ? And sure /' “ haS b “ : " 

argued, rrmrorSs is a mistake for wynmj possession. 

No it is a synonym of aras, and okvos is mere ) t e 
contrary of and the whole means: 'AW &/ 6u 

timid Caution cast beforehand some 

overboard’—upo « I suppose must be the reading 

—'from O. derrick of Proportion’ or -Dm' Mens™, 
the Me fabric does not founder through being loaded 
with surcharge of Harm’- the Too Much that causes 

“’"'well all that is the moral of the Persae-, and the 
Persian war. as the Greek artists of the time most 

Sin. We must never forge, that this great war 
between the \\ est^and ^ ^ rf Aeschy|us and his 
the imm j ts „ enenl l moral and its 

been indelibly impressed upon 

^ T^ 1 -nd s,ansa touches 

the stages of t e coriSet j . . hen once he has 

forces him to commit deadl) si . 

■rtesA W—nrav vr>K€(TTOV aaatlrj m nebioua F 
committed o ^ ^ fond man chasing as it 

— he is doomed ’ . • * ^ or pursuit 

were a winged bird, a prover 1 P mentione d by 

of vain ambitions; t ere 1S , T(is e’Xirt'Sas says a 

allusion; irrrjva, ?*«««’ . . The hopes you chase 

fragmen ‘ e lavs the contamination or con 

ha\e _ • . jj ^ people ; 7 roXXaKi xai £vfi- 

tagion of his guilt on an ms F y 
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7racra iroXis k<xkov avhpos dnrjvpa Hesiod said ( Op , 238) 
in a passage which was learnt in every schoolroom, 

‘ Oftentimes hath a whole state got the evil benefit of 
one bad man’; as now all Troy has been involved in 
the guilt of the offender Paris. 

Now what is /Siarai 8’ a Takcui/a. irtidco} The 
critics are not clear; but neither are they much 
concerned about it; and they pass it over lightly, some 
suggesting one thing, some another, and not a few 
with no remark at all. Yet it contains, as I believe, 
the hidden key to the meaning of Aeschylus in the 
whole of this great play. 

arr) is Harm or Ruin, or the blind infatuation— o.ttq 
fiXarj/typtov —that leads a man to commit some rash act 
which causes ruin. Mythologised, that becomes v .\ttj 
with an agent, anart), Delusion or Deceit, who lays a 
trap for him, lures him into Ate’s toils. This is most 

definitely stated at the beginning of the Pcrsae 
(c-. 94): 

oo\d/ii)TiD S' aitdrav Beov 
T19 ai/r^p Ovarbs dXv^ci; 

Tt<? 0 KpCUTTVto TToSl TTTjSfj/Lt- 
aTG<? €V7T€T€0<; dvdaauiv; 

(f)t\o(f)pQ)is yap irapacraivet 

(BpOTOv el$ ap/cuav W Ara?, 

Touev oxjk eanv V7rep 
8varov dXv^avra <f)vyecv f 

where <f>c\ 6 <f)p(ov does not, of course, mean with genuine 
good will, but under the appearance and pretence of it. 
The whole process is described very accurately accord¬ 
ing to the Greek conception by Hecate, whose ministers 
the Witches are, in Macbeth : she will 
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‘ raise such artificial sprites 
As by the strength of their illusion aira-rtf 

Shall draw him on to his confusion: ari) 

He shall spurn fate, scorn death, and bear 
His hopes ’bove wisdom, grace, and fear: iX-irh 

And, you all know. Security dpaacx; 

Is mortals’ chiefest enemy,’ 

Ilei 0 m. Persuasion, Allurement, or Temptation, is 
another way of expressing the same thing. When 
‘'A.tti is minded to destroy a man, she lav s temptation 
in his path, to induce him to commit some definite and 
overt act of vySpis,—to play, in fact, the part of an agent 

provocateur. 

This Ilei 0 (o may be embodied in a human person. 
There is an excellent illustration 1 in a story told by 
Herodotus (vi. 135)" Miltiades, after Marathon (through 
v/ 3 pis) attacked Paros. A priestess there induced him 
to violate a sanctuary, but by an accident he broke his 
thio-h, was compelled to abandon his project, with its 
hopes of gold, and shortly afterwards died in disgrace. 
The Delphian oracle informed the Parians that Timo 
the priestess was not the true author of these things, 
but that since it was destined that Miltiades should 
come to a bad end, she had appeared to guide him on 

his evil path. a , 

The priestess was the instrument of AT17, Ileitto 

incarnated. To come now to our Aeschylean story, 

the instrument in Paris’ case was Helen. An w en 

I said that in this passage lay, as I believe , t e 

hidden key to the understanding of the pla>, mean 

this further— that the instrument in Agamemnon s case 

' Given to me by Mr F. M. Comford of Trinity. 
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is Clytemnestra. Agamemnon falls from precisely the 
same causes, by precisely the same means, as Trojan 
Paris; and all the morals of which Paris might appear 
to be the only subject in their mind the Chorus direct 

aJ S o_more or less consciously—at Agamemnon. That 

is the large conception which Aeschylus, like the artist 
that he is, has left to be perceived, one of those 
lyrical elements running through the play and giving 
it consistency. 

Let us trace that out. Already at the end of the 
second chorus we have arrived in Agamemnon s case 
at the same moral as in that of Paris—‘ Give me the 
Harmless Mean!’ Now let us take the latter part of 
the third chorus, beginning with the parable of the 
Lion-cub which symbolises Helen: 






I zu 


r rutittiiuub 


effpeyjrev Se Xeoi/T 09 2- 
viv Bop-oi$ dyaXcLKTa /8ou- 
ra$ dvrjp 4>i\op,acrrov, 

iv /SlOTOV 7 TpOT€\€lOl$ 
apL€pov y €v<f>i\o 7 rciifOa 


xal y€papol$ iirl^aprov. 

7 roXia S' €<rx * v dytedkeus 

P€OTpod>OV TSKVOV S IKCLV 
<patSpa>7rb 9 7 rorl xeipa <rai- 
va)v T6 yacrTpbs dvciyxac$. 


XpOVUTdels S a 7 T€b€t%€V Tj- 

00 $ TO 7 TpO$ TOXetHV • XCLplV 
yap Tpo<f>a$ dpeipcov 
p/fj\o<j}6vonrtv arai$ 

Bair dtceXevcTTos ere v%ev' 
atpULTL 8 01X0$ iipvpurj, 

dpLax ov a\yo$ oix€Tai$ y 
aeya criro$ ttoKvxtovov * 

ix 0 t-ov S' iepev$ n$ *A- 

TCL$ 8opLOt$ 7rpOG'€0p€(f>07). 


Here, expressly, Helen is the instrument of Ate; 
and the point' is enforced by a technical device widely 
practised in the choral lyric. The stress ot the last 
sentence, which of course would be accentuated in the 
sinking, falls upon the word *Ara ? : now in the previous 
strophe the word in the corresponding position of em¬ 
phasis is <r«uW. Attention is thereby called to a 
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A young babe Lion, still at breast, 

Was home once by a Herdsman borne, 
Housed beneath roof among the rest 
And reared there; in his early morn 
And first of age, all gentle, mild, 

Youth’s darling, the delight of Eld; 

And ofttimes, like a nursling child, 

In arms with happy love was held, 

While the weak flesh, demure and bland, 
With fawning wooed the fostering hand. 

II 2 

But age grown ripe, his humour showed 
The born touch that his parents had ; 
Thank-offering when his nurture owed, 

A banquet, ere the master bade, 

With such wild slaughter he prepared, 

It sluiced the dwelling foul with gore, 
While helpless, all aghast, they stared 
Upon that bloody mischief sore:— 

Divine Will there had found him room, 
Housed, to be Priest of slaughtering Doom. 


correspondence in idea.; the Lion-cub or Helen is 
acting like the dirarr] of *Anj, which we remember in 
th ttPersae (f>iA6<f>poii' jrapacrcuvei. —For that reason, what¬ 
ever be the exact reading, and whatever ecr^e means, I 
feel sure that <j>auBpo)Tr6s as well as < rcuvatv applies to the 
Lion-cub.—The Chorus continue: 

























frdetect ions 


TrapaiTa B' i\fieiv 6 ? IXiov ttoXiv 
Xt yoip dr <i>porrip.a p,tv vrjvipov y aXam?, 


a tccicr tea to v 8 aya\p& tt\ovtov, 

fiaX&aKoi' ojjLfjLarcov /SeXos, 
&f)£i0vftov epu>To<; ai 6os. 
TapatcXivcMr' t‘ 7 T€xpav€v 

tk ydpov inxpas rcXeura^, 
dvceipo-s /cat ot'O'o/xtXos 


avpua 11 pmp>iBaurLi\ 
TTopTTa At os fei'toi / 7 

ia^ (f>o*\a 1 tck Ept ns. 


TraXaufwiTO? eV jdpo™* ytpmv Xcsyos 

TtTv/cTat, fxi'fav rt'Xtcr^ei*ra t^coros oXSoi' 

Tf flTTflififl eVT}CTK€tP % 

ix 6 «* 7 a 0 as Tv^as ycVci 

jlJXfliyTUt'tIV (itfOpftTTOV OisUl # . 

ova 0 aXXw povctfrpw £i- 
^ TO Bi<T<T€f3€S yap (pyov 

# f 

^itTO tXIIOWI TiCT€t 

a<f>^Tcpa c ticoTti 7*n? 
oIcf*>i r 7a P 

«aXXtxaw xot/aos aVet. 
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Likewise, arriving once in Ilium town 
What languorous gentleness was seen ! 
Tranquillest Pearl to shine in Riches’ crown, 
With Calm’s own soul serene; 

Eyes to send arrowy softness winging fire; 
Loveliness torturing with the heart’s desire. 

Then from that Heaven away she fell, 
Transformed into a Fiend of Hell: 
Launched upon Priam’s house to bring 
Curse with her sweet companioning; 

God’s Vengeance, in his conduct led 
With ruth about her bridal bed 
And tears .for widowed wives to shed ! 


Ill 2 

There is an ancient proverb men will preach 
As framed by wisdom of old time, 

That prosperous Fortune, let him only reach 
To full estate and prime, 

Hath issue, dies not childless; waxen so, 
Weal for his heir begets unsated Woe. 

But single in the world I hold 
A doctrine different from the old : 

Not Weal it is, but Sinful Deed 
More sinners after hi in doth breed 
Formed in his image ; none the less 
Doth lovely offspring always bless 
The house that follows Righteousness. 
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<bi\et Se tlktclv V T/Spf? fJLev iraKcua ved- 
£bvtrav iv kclkois ^SpOToiv 

r,f T{3piV TOT rj TO0\ OT€ TO KVpLOV floXj}, 
f3a&v(r kotov 

haipLOva titov , dp.ayo v > diroXefwv, 
dvlepov 8pa(Tos fieXai- 
jm? fieXadpouaiv axas, 
elBofievav TOtcev<riv. 

Se \dfitrei fikv iv Bvatca-irvoK; hmfuuriv, 
tov S' ivaivifJt'Ov Tiei• 

Xa ‘^pVfTO'TrCLGTd 3 e3€$\# O'Ul' 7741^0) ^eptwv 

7ra\i vrpo ttoi ? 

ouuacn Xiirovd oGto, 7 rpoff 6 <^flTO, 

Svvapuv ov criftovaa ttXov- 

tov 7 rapaarffiov aiv(p * 

7Tai ; 8 €7Tf Ttpfia vcofia. 
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Old Insolence in the evil sort of men 
Young Insolence will gender, then or then, 

When dawns the appointed hour, a Fiend of gloom 
For penance, violent, unwithstood, 

Flushed with such reckless Hardihood 
That sin's dark ruinous Doom 
In black storm on the roof shall rage,— 

The latter offspring like his parentage. 


IV 2 

But Righteousness to the upright heart inclines; 
Bright beneath smoky rafters her light shines: 
Gilt-spangled halls, where hands guilt-spotted are. 
Swift with averted eyes forsakes, 

Thence to the pure her blessing takes, 

To that false lauded star, 

The Power of Riches, will not bend, 

But guideth all things to their proper end. 






126 Praelections 

Enter—Agamemnon; the heir of Tantalus and 
Pelops, master ot the gold-encrusted palace of My¬ 
cenae 1 , proverbially the wealthiest house among the 
Greeks, and now enriched with all the added spoil of 
Troy; to be received with laud and honour and the 
loud acclamations of the people; ready, like Miltiades 
and Pausanias alter their great victories, for his head 
to be turned in that same vfipis which had ruined the 
deleated enemy ; and now by Justice and Ate to be 
guided, like Miltiades and Pausanias, to his proper end. 

How that is done, and by what agency, we shall see 
in this same scene—the central scene of the play. 

Agamemnon, as I read his opening speech, betrays 
a spirit of boastful exaltation ill-suppressed. He does 
indeed acknowledge that the Gods are to be thanked, 

O 

but he does not say, as it was right for a religious 
Greek to say. and as our own Henry the Fifth said 
after Agincourt. ‘ Give God the praise ! ’ And his ex¬ 
pression Ocovs t ov$ ifioi fj.€7aiTiovs recalls the arrogant 
inscriptions set up by Pausanias at Delphi and Bjzan- 

tiunv. 

In passing, note the phrase he uses about Troy 
consuming in the flames : 

0 veXkai )<ri y <rvvdvr}<rKovaa Be 
cn toBo<; it poirefiiret iriovas ifKovrov 1 rvods. 

life vigorous yet 

In Doom’s fierce hurricane, the expiring ash 

Pants forth his opulent breath in puffs of Wealth. 


1 Though Aeschylus says merely ‘Argos.’ 
- Thucydides i. 132, Athenaeus 536 a. 
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when later she (lings off her golden ornaments and 
cries: 

aWrjv ti v ar 7 )<; dvr ifiov TrXovTi&re. 1 267 

Endow some other with your fatal Wealth! 

1267 cLtt] v MS. dr^s Stanley, 


Clytemnestra welcomes him with extravagant lauda¬ 
tion, by itself a thing invidious in the sight of men and 
of the Gods— <$>66vo<; S' air^crot she exclaims in her 
ironical hypocrisy; prostrates herself, or causes her 
servants to prostrate themselves before him in obeisance 
—bending to the Power of Wealth—an Oriental form 
of homage. No Greek bowed himself before a human 
king ; the Persians did so; and this act of TTpoo-Kvvrjois 
made the Greeks imagine that the Great King was 
regarded by his subjects as a deity. And she ends by 
inviting him to walk upon a path strewn with purple 
garments, which by the Greeks were kept for the 
decoration of the Gods. He well might hesitate; for 
to do so would be to assume the divine state of the 
Persian King, which, as all the audience would re¬ 
member, was just what only twenty years ago Pausanias 
had done, and had suffered for it the just retribution. 

That process is implied in the sinister expression 
Clytemnestra uses : 

ev6v<; yeveo-da Trop^ypoarptoTot; iropos, 

€? BS)p, <x^\ittov ft)? av 1jyijTai 

Straight let a purple road be laid, and so 
Let Justice lead him to his undreamed home! 
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Agamemnon, who is designed as a well-meaning 
man, but weak, at first rebukes her for the excessive 
praise, and then continues: 

teal raXka prf yvvat/cos £v rpC7rot 9 £pe 
afBpvve, prjBe (iapfiapov <j>G>To<t 8 ixt]v 
y^apaiTreris fioapa 'jrpo<T‘)(avT)$ epoi, 

LL7}B' flpCLCTi <J~pOXTCLCT fJTlfyOoVOV TTOpOV 
T I0€l m $ 60 U 9 TOl TOl<X&€ Tip&\tf)€iv %p£(OV 7 

£v 7roLKt\ot<; Se 6 vt}tqv ovra xdXKecriv 
f3ct.iv€iv ipoi pev ovBapo)^ o.vev (fioftou* 

\€JQ) KCLT avBpa , prj 9ebv y aefieiv epe. 

ywpis 7 ro8oTjr?}o’TpQ)l' T€ xal TWV TTOLKlXcOV 917 

xXrjBibv avrel ■- xaX to ph fcaxSy^ <f>pov€iv 

0€ov p€yi<7T0v Bcopov. o\$t<r(ii Be *XPV 

Slop t€\gvti](T(ivt €v €v€cttoi <pt\.T). 

eiTTOv raB* gl>9 TTpacraoip civ evffap&Tjs eycb, 9 -^ 


Moreover, womanize me thus no more, 

Nor fawn me, as I were an Kastern wight, 

With grovelling Oes and clamour; neither strew 
Robes^on the earth, to call down jealousy. 

These are the glorious honours that belong 

To Gods; but human feet on broideries 

’Tis in my conscience fearful. Let your homage 

Yield to me not the measure of a God, 

Rut of a man ; the sound on Rumour’s tongue 
Rjn<Ts different far of mats and broideries . 

A modest minds the greatest gift of Heaven. 
The name felicity s to keep till men 
Have made an end in blessing.-I have said 
How I will act herein to feel no dread. 


*»jS" S'mss! X «* 

mean ‘if it t* the case lhat (s PP°- = , har dly be called a meaning; 

- - *■?, X l!TnZ? XX 


UITGP. 


Fum. 641 rrjv 5 ' at roiaiTTJf etror. 
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The sentiments themselves are most correct; but 
they seem to come somewhat mechanically from the 
mouth, repeated like moral school-texts out of Young’s 
Night Thoughts .—Thereupon follows the altercation, 
the meaning of which has hitherto been so obscure. It 
requires to be carefully translated; there are several 
places where we shall go quite astray unless we can 
translate the Greek correctly: 

KA. ical firjv too’ eiire, firj Trapa <yvd>p.r}v, iuoL 
AT 1 . yva>fir)v p.iv XaBi p.r) Bta<f> 0 epov vt ip.e. 

KA. 1ivl-co deolt Settra? av d> S’ epljeiv rdSe; 

Ar. eitrep t t? eiBcoi <y’ toS' €^et7T(v t e\o?. 

Clyt. Tell me now, of your honest mind,— 

Again. My mind 

Is fixed, and shall not shake. 

Clyt. —in hour of peril 

Would you have made performance of this act 
A promised vow to Heaven? 

Again. Ay, had advised 

Authority prescribed that holy service. 


922 

924 

925 


922 koI (iijv toS ciir^ is the preface to a question, irapa •yvupqv ; s 

‘to say what you do not think’; e.g. Thuc. vi. 9, in. 42, Plut. Mor. 986 b, 

Dem. 1451. 16: so xapa SAfav or ra SoKovm-a \4yeiv, as Plat. Rep. 346 A Airei 

toiAkAc enci, icat pr} xapa 5 o£av awoKpivov. Gorg. 500 B.—t(io£, to be emphatic, 

must have been in the emphatic place, *oi p-W cpoi t 6S’ eliri. At the same time, 

in the personal pronouns at the end we hear an undertone of strife between two 
wills. 


924 2 p$€vv MSS. which I correct to 2 p£€i.v: evxo jjlcu in the sense * I vow that 

I will' always takes the future. Greek never said rjO^oi Zpdetv & for ‘you vowed 

that you would,’ and yOfy Zpdew could only mean ‘ you vowed that you were 

performing.* EpSeiv was probably the alteration of a scribe who thought that hv 
and %pl~€tp belonged together. 


The editors strangely imagine that w 5 ' (pSeiv rdSe means 1 to refrain from 
treading on dyed robes’; having forgotten that when you made a vow to the 
Gods you did not say o$ 6 v<ru >, ‘save me, and I will —not sacrifice!’ 

925 etirep rts etfiSs y eD t6$' 4j€tircv r<?Xos Auratus: ‘Yes, supposing the 


P. 


9 
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KA. Tt y av' loicei am Uplapo^ el rd8' rjwuev; 
AT, ev ttouciXois av Kapra poi fifjvai Eozcel. 

KA. prj pup top avOpwiretov al 8 e<T 0 rj^ ifroyop. 

AT. (f>rjp 7} ye pevroi 8 ijp 60 pou<> pkya <T 0 evet. 

KA. 6 S’ d<p06p7}T6<: y ovk evifoXo? 7 riXet. 

Ax. ovtoi yupai/cQs e<mp tpeipeip pd'vy^. 

KA. tow 8 * oXftiot<; ye zeal to vucacrOcu Trpeiret. 

Ai. 7 } Kdt (TV PLfCTJP Tf}p 8 e 8 l]pi 0 <> Tt€£$ ,* 

KA. 7 ti&ov* KpciTeis peproi Trape \9 ezctov epol. 


933 

934 


Clyt. So ; and what think you Priamus had done 

If this achievement had been his? 

Again. Oh, he 

Had marched upon embroidered tapestry, 

I make no doubt, 

Clyt. For human censure then 

Have never a scruple. 

Again . Yet the tongues of men 

Are potent. 

Clyt. He that moves no jealousy 

Lies beneath envying. 

Again . Tis not womanly 

To thirst for contest! 

Clyt. But felicity 

Is graced in being conquered. 

Again. And thine eyes, 

Do they account such ‘conquest' as a prize? 

Clyt. O waive the right, and yield ! Of your own will 

Choose to be vanquished, you are victor still. 


authority on ritual (the priest, cu eld<b$ /iarrero uevos Horn. 3 170) had prescribed 
(Ti9ai'<7K(*jy core or i^'fijcarc) this holy sendee’ (r& 5 e tAos, which now has a 
proper sense).—e£«tirov of the MSS. is the alteration of a scribe who mistook 
the construction of eiTep rty.—If etxep ns had really meant ‘if any one ever did,’ 
we should have had no *y€ with eidux ev : yet ye must be genuine, for it was 
never inserted by scribes except metri gratia : €t-ep...~,e is siqwdem; in answer 
to a question, ‘yes; that is, 

933 7} teal (Tv is tit auoqiu t and could not mean anything else. 

934 So Weil: Soph. Aj. 1353 k parch rot tQv <pt\uv riKwtiewos. The MSs. 
give xfidros uivTOL rapes y’ cxu» ipoi. 
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Vows were made in times of fear or danger (Plato 
Laws 909 E, Anth. Pal. ix. 7); you said, Deliver me 
from this danger , and I vow to sac7dfi.ce so much ; you 
did not say, Deliver me, and I vow to refrain from 
making a costly sacrifice : the Gods, I fear, would 
hardly have said, Thank you! 

‘ If occasion had arisen,’ says Clytemnestra, ‘ would 
you have vowed the Gods this sacrifice ?’ ‘ Yes,’ replies 
Agamemnon, ‘ I would, supposing the authority on 
ritual'—that is, the priest—'had prescribed it.’—Yes, 
he would have obeyed unquestioningly, as he had 
obeyed Calchas when he prescribed the still costlier 
sacrifice of his daughter’s life! The whole scene is 
symbolical of his conduct throughout.—‘Very well,’ is 
Clytemnestra’s meaning, ‘you admit that you would 
have spent these costly things in sacrifice if there had 
been occasion : the Gods then can surely see no harm 
in it; can any human being think it wrong? Would 
not Priam have done this if he had been in your posi¬ 
tion?’ ‘Yes, no doubt,’ says Agamemnon, ‘Priam 
would have done it ’; and of course what Priam would 
have done is no example for a Greek : if he consents, 
he will be acting with just the fatal presumptuousness 
of Priam. But the woman tempts him, and he yields : 

mdov, she says; there we have Ate’s Peitho incarnated 
in Clytemnestra. 

She has contrived to make him act like Priam in 
the impious pride of wealth ; forced him to accept the 
dangerous appellation o\/ 3 ios, or evScupcui/—they were 
recognised as synonyms—which he had at first repu¬ 
diated; and at the same time made it clear by using 
the word h that he does so with Free Will. & 
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He attempts to palliate an act which he knows well 
to be wrong by taking oft his shoes, as Orientals did 
when treading upon holy ground : 

a\\' el Eotcei aoi rav0\ viral tk «p/3uXa% 

Xuoi T«Y09, TTpohovXoV €pj3a<TlV 7TOOOV, 

K a\ rotate p ip&aivovB' iiXovpyeaiv 0em> 
p.r\ Tt irpocoydev oppaTos $d\oi <b6ovos‘ 

7roXXr; yap alSws Boyparo^opetv iroa\v 939 

<f>0etpovra ttXovtov apyvpminijTOV*; 0 v<f>as. 

* 

itrei S’ dtcoveiv aov tcariarpappai rude, 
elp i<; 86pa>v pt\a0pa 7 rop<f>vpa$ rrariov. 


Well, if you must, let presently be loosed 

The shoes that do the service of my feet. 

[A slave unlooses his shoes 

And as I tread these purple things, I pray 
No jealous eye may strike me from afar! 

I have much conscience to be prodigal 
In squandering Wealth of silver-purchased woofs. 

. 

So then, being bound and subject to thy pleasure, 

Trampling upon purples thus I go. 


9ig tr „ t «iTo4.0op€iv MSS. 8o)(iaTo4>8op«iv Schiitz, 
oUo<t>eofxh. This is the scrapie that Clytemnestra 

r. 049 sqq- 


-n poetical synonym of 
scoffingly replies to in 


« Bound and subject to thy pleasure — farm'. 

Forced by Temptation, under foot he treads these 
beautiful and holy things :-and then, if this had 
been an opera of Wagner’s, with a crash we should 
have heard the Leit-motiv of Ate.—He procee s 
slowly on the purple path towards the palace; and a 
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he goes, Clytemnestra says, still with the same deadly 
mockerv: 

€<rnv 6d\a<r<ra , T 19 oe viv KaTaafSka’si; 

Tpe<f)ov<ra 7roWrj^ 7rop<j)vpa<; lerdpyupov 
KTjKida 'irayfcaivurrov, eifiaroyv /3a<f>ds. 
ottos S’ V7 Tappet rcopBe avv dzoZs, avaP, 
irevecrOat S ovk ^ttuttcltch So/ios. 

7ToW(OP *JT(XT7j<Jp,QV S €ip,(lTCOV (XV TjV^dpTjVj 

So/40i<ri rrpovve^divTo^ iv XPV^ T VP^ ot ^ 

irvxfj? Kopuarpa rrjcrSe MX aV( °^ v V’ 


There is the sea—shall any stanch it up?_ 

Still breeding, for its worth of silver weight, 
Abundant stain, freshly renewable, 

For purpling robes withal: nay, Heaven be praised, 
The house, my lord, affords us plenty such j 
Tis not acquainted yet with penury. 

I had vowed the trampling of a thousand robes, 
Had the oracles enjoined it, when I sought 
Means for recovery of a life so precious \ 


Not, of course, ■ I had vowed to refrain from 
sacrificing.—The effect of what she says is 'Surely 
there is as good purple in the sea as ever came out 
Of it; fresh dye has only to be paid for,-only costs its 
weight silver; this great house is surely not going 
o be ruined for the sake of a few dyed robes >' AM 
that ,s to impress upon us the nature of his act-the 

:fc„ eg0 " e " by the Surfeit of great Wealth ' with 
affluent mansions teeming in excess.’ 

trmhT °"' Ca f a " dra ' wllose clairvoyance reads the 
ber plot of tf| t0 b j, ea ) rt u f Clytemnestra and discerns 
of her in these te™ garment ' s l )eaks 
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v€a)V t a7rapyo$ ’I Xiov r dvacrra-rqs 
ovk oiCeit ola 7 Xaxrtra pitnjTrj? kvvos 
X i^aaa KaKTeivaaa (haiEpovovs, BIktjv I22S 

ar ?79 XaOpaiov , rev^erat Kaicr} ruyp. 


High admiral, proud vanquisher of Troy, 

He dreams not, he, 

After the fawning speeches long drawn out 
By lecherous hound's false tongue, what act it is 
With smiling Ate’s treachery she designs 
For deed in cursed hour! 


i::S kcu KTeCvacra MS. KaKT&vacra Canter: cf. Plat. Pretag. 3-9 A 
ra \a\xia T\ 7 p,€irra uaxpov tjx « *ai dxoreu-ei ‘ring loud and long/ 
have suffered grievous treatment at the hands of many critics. 


—These lines 


This is a metaphor from what was known as a 
Xaldapyos kvoiv, that is. a seeming-harmless dog which 
turns suddenly and bites, a \a.0po8t)KTT)S. Naturall} it 
could be applied to a treacherous person, who in 
Pindar's words (Pyt/i. 2 . S 3 ) <ra Ivoiv arav SiairXecei, 
while fawning weaves a net ot harm, and a line ol 
Sophocles Jr. Soo) became proverbial in that applica¬ 
tion. crcuVeis SaKi/ovcra kcu kvwv Xa.i0a.py os el * He has 
an allusion to it in another fragment ( 519 ), r} 8 ap ev 
O-KOTO) \rj0oucrd pe Zaaiv epivis. That, as we have seen 
already, is the way that \\ tt ) acts; and <£<u8/>ovovs is 
exactly parallel to the 4>i\66pmv and ^athpwiros that 
were used before of ’Arr, and the Lion-cub to describe 

the fawnino- blandishments of simulated friendliness. 

Clvtemnestra speaks herself as follows, in the scene 
where" she confronts the Elders and throws ott the 
mask, frankly avowing her plot and glorying in t e 

details ot it: 
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All my politic speeches heretofore 

Shall nowise make me blush now to confess 

The truth and contrary:—how else indeed, 

When studying hate’s act for one’s foe, supposed 
One’s dear friend,—how else pitch the toils of Harm 

To a height beyond o’erleaping?—’Twas not sudden; 
For me, ’twas but 

The test and trial of an ancient feud, 

Long thought on, and at last, in time, arrived! 

I stand here now triumphant, where I struck :_ 

And so contrived it—I’ll avow that too_ 

As neither should he scape me nor resist: 

I wreathed around him, like a fishing-net, 

Swathing in a blind maze,—deadly Wealth of robe! 


ttXovtov elfULTos kclkov — that is taken to be merely a 
fine phrase for abundance of material; surely it implies 
that the silver-purchased raiment which he trampled in 
his pride of wealth has now itself, as it were, become 
the instrument of his undoing, changed into the Net of 
Ate. This is how Aegisthus speaks when he appears 
upon the scene to triumph and insult upon his fallen 


enemy: 




13 ° 


t'raeiections 


w <f>iy 709 €v<j>pQv rip,epa$ 8t/ci}<f)6pov 1 577 

(fxziTjv av 7}8 t) vvv ftpOTasv ripuiopov 9 
ffeov 9 avwdev 7*79 67 r 07 TTeu€tp ay?/, 

tSaw v^>a^Tot<? eV 7 T€ 7 rXoi 9 ’EpiiAt/coiA 

roi/ avSpa rovSe Keipepop iyuoi* 

outq> KaXov 8r) /cal to /cardavelv epo/, 

/Soimi tqOtoia t?? 9 St act? 9 €i> ep/ceaip. 

O welcome dawning of the day of judgment! 

Now will I say the Gods above look down 
With eyes of justice on the sins of earth, 

When I behold this man, to my dear pleasure, 

In woven raiment from the loom of Vengeance 


My hour is ripe for death, when here I see 
This villain snared within the toils of Justice ! 

Now, if we turn back again to the Te Deum 
chanted at the opening of the second chorus, we 
may think, perhaps, that we perceive a reason for 
the marked insistence on a figure there: 

’n Zev fiaciXev, Kat Xuf (f>i\la , 367 

ueyakcov KocrpL&v /creareipa* 
rj t eVt Tpota 9 irvpyo 1 9 e/ 3 a\€9 
areyavov SifCTuoVj a >9 /xt?T 6 p,eyap 
p.i]T ovv veapcov tip I'TrepTeXecrcu 
piiya SovKeia 9 

yczyyapor, 07779 ttai/aXwtoi/, 

O Zeus the King of Heaven ! O Night, 

W ith so great splendour and so bright 
Possessed, O friendly Night! 

On Troy's renowned high towers was cast 
Thy snare, a net so dose and fast 
As neither great nor small 
Should leap the immense enslaving woof: 

Dooms divine drag-net, huge and proof. 

At one sweep took them all! 
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We have seen, I hope, enough of deep design in 
Aeschylus to persuade us that he planned this to 
enforce the parallel with Agamemnon's fate. 



T(OP 


Under foot when mortals tread 


Fair lovely Sanctities, the Gods, one said, 

The easy Gods are careless;—Was profane/ 

Here are sin's wages manifest and plain , 

The sword's work on that swelled presumptuousness. 
With affluent mansions teeming in excess, 

Beyond Best Measure;—best, and sorrow-free, 

The wise well-dowered mind's unharmed Sufficiency? 


The Rich man hath no tower, 

Whose Pride, in Surfeits hour, 

Kicks against high-enthroned Right 
And spurns her from his sight 

Child of designing Ate's deadly womb, 

The wretch Temptation drives him to his doom. 
















THE SUPPLICES OF AESCHYLUS. 

BAX t l <£ms tjcvctcraat tojpo dyaji twp $€ CUl^, 

AeuKOOTC^cis e^ovtra pcoSpeVrov*; /cXaSot's; 

XOP. (uS ft?) yeviofxai Ofnois Alyvirrov yeVei. 

BAX 7roT€pa tear e^dpav rj to p.rj Oepts Aeyas; 

XOP. T& S’ ai/ (f)t\oV5 OJl'OtTO Tors K€KTT)fX€VOV^ ; 

BAS. cr^eros p*v orr<os pflt^ov av^trai ftporo Is- 

11. 304 sqq. 

The Supplices formed probably the first play in a 
trilogy, of which the second was either called the 
Aegyptii or the Thalamopoeoe, whilst the third was 
the Danaides. The date of its performance is un¬ 
known, but there is now a general consensus amongst 
scholars that it is the earliest of the extant plays of 
Aeschylus. As the evidence for its date is wholly in¬ 
ternal, attempts have been made to fix the chronology 
of the trilog)' from supposed allusions in the Supplices 
to contemporary political events. Thus Boeckh and 
other older scholars such as Kruse and Ottfried Muller 
assigned it to the year 461 b.c., that is only three years 
earlier than the Oresteia, on the ground that in that 
year Athens had formed an alliance with Argos and 
had a fleet engaged in Egypt. But the Athenian fleet 
was aiding Egypt against Persia, whereas in the play 
all is hostility to Egypt, as Prof. Tucker has pointed 
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out, whilst it is not at all likely that Aeschylus would 
have shaped a trilogy simply for the purpose of com¬ 
mending Argos to his countrymen. On the other 
hand. Tucker thinks that we may suppose Egypt to 
stand for everything that is Oriental, and he accord¬ 
ing!)' sees in the play an allusion to the threatened 
attack of Attica by the Persians, which came to pass 

ft __ _ h 

in 490 B.c. He would accordingly place the play in 
b.c. 492-1, when the Persian invasion was anticipated, 
whilst he thinks that the prayer for Argos—that she 
may never be emptied of men—may refer to the disas¬ 
trous defeat suffered by Argos at the hands of the 
Spartans in 494 b.c., by which, to use the words of 
Herodotus, ‘she had been widowed of men.’ 

But the evidence from style is that on which we 
must rely for the early date of the play. Aristotle tells 
us in the Poetics (iv. 13) that Aeschylus first introduced 
a second actor; diminished the importance of the 
chorus, and assigned the leading part to the dialogue. 
X ow as the chief features of the Supp/ices are the great 
prominence of the chorus throughout, and the very 
subordinate part played by the rlieseis of the actors, 
and the faintness of the character painting of the per¬ 
sonages not members of the chorus, we are led to 
believe that the play must have been composed by 
Aeschylus not very long after he had made his first 
great step, that of adding the second actor and thereby 
creating a true dialogue. The prominence given to 
the chorus over the actor points to a period when as 
vet the drama had advanced but little from the stage 
in which Aeschylus took it over from Thespis and 

J 

Phrvnichus. Thus it is the chorus which parleys 
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with the king of Argos, although their father Danaus 
is present at the same time, who might naturally have 
been expected to speak on their behalf. Moreover, 
the whole plot centres not on one of the actors, but 
upon the fate of the chorus of the fifty Danaids. All 
these considerations show that the play must have been 
many years earlier than the great trilogy of the Oresteia, 
and must be placed considerably earlier than any of the 
other extant plays of the poet. 

The trilogy deals with the story of the fifty daughters 

of Danaus who, in order to escape marriage with their 

cousins the fifty sons of Aegyptus, fled with their aged 

father to Argos. The Supplices deals with their arrival 

in Argos, their kindly reception in that state, and the 

repulse of the pursuers. The second play, which was 

either the Aegyptii or the Thalatnopoeoe , dealt with the 

return of the sons of Aegyptus in force to Argos, the 

defeat of the Argives, and capture and forced marriages 

of the Danaids, and their murder of their husbands. 

with the sole exception of Lynceus spared by Hy- 

permnestra. The third play contained the trial of 

Hypermnestra for disobeying her father, and her 

acquittal when Aphrodite herself came to plead her 
cause. 

As has often been remarked, the Supplices cannot 
properly be termed a tragedy, for there is no cata¬ 
strophe, and it has a happy ending. Indeed, it contains 
no thrilling action, nor is there anything in it to rouse 
the emotions of the modern playgoer except the spec¬ 
tacle of the fifty helpless maidens and their father. Of 
course it may be urged that there are elements in the 
play, as in the Ajax of Sophocles, which do not appeal 
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to us moderns, but would have acted powerfully upon 
an Athenian audience. Let us examine the plot of the 
play and seek to find what these elements may be. 

The scene, which remains unc 1 - J ^ 





the play, lies near the coast south of Argos 
middle of the stage is seen a mound, 
tumulus, perhaps once sacred only to the dead 
lay within, but later shared by the gods who preside 
over contests, of whom Zeus, Apollo, Poseidon and 
Hermes are directly named (193~6). On the mound 
are wooden images or xoana of these gods. At the 
foot of the mound there is an altar which sen es as the 
ihymele. The chorus of fifty Danaids in Oriental attire 
(209), with finely wrought robes, forehead bands and 
veils enter bearing in their hands the tresh-plucked 
olive branches wreathed with wool, that mark them as 
suppliants (.65). and as they advance their leader 
recites the anapaestic Parodos with which the pa\ 
opens. The chorus probably consisted not of twelve 
or fifteen as is often held, but rather (as Tucker has 
well argued) of the fifty Danaids, for as the chorus 
speak of themselves as the fifty daughters of Danaus, 
and as we may suppose that the Athenian audience 
could count, there would have been a grotesque mcon- 
gruity between the statement of the chorus and[ the 
actual number. Fifty was the original number of t 
dithvrambic chorus of Arion, and fifty .t continued to 
be according to Pollux down to the time of the 
£,.«* As the chorus enters *e.r l«d« 

counts how they have fled from E^-pt °t 
thev had committed crime, but rather to P 
crime, since they had left the home of their ance 
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Io in order to escape a hated union with their cousins. 
They pray that Zeus may receive the suppliants, and 
that the gods may side with them against vice and 
violence, and they declare that human wantonness is 
putting forth new leaves. Then Danaus, who has 
meantime mounted the knoll, cries to his daughters 
to be prudent, as he sees the dust of a host approaching 
from Argos, and he urges them to take sanctuary on 
the mound. The Danaids immediately leave the 
orchestra and ascend the knoll, invoking the chief 
gods, whose images they behold. 

The king of Argos soon arrives, and demands 
from what country have they come. He finds it 
hard to believe that people of their complexion can 
be Greek, for they are more like Libyans, Egyptians, 
or Amazons. Then the Danaids convince the king 
that they are really descended from Io the Argive 
heroine. He asks why they have sought asylum 
with the gods of the mound. They tell him that 
they have fled from marriage with their cousins. 
Finally the king is moved to send Danaus with 
suppliant boughs to plead his cause before the 
people in the city. The king bids the maidens leave 
their sanctuary, depositing there their boughs, and 
to descend into the alsos. Then the king departs 
to summon the Argive assembly, and the chorus there¬ 
upon pray to Zeus to save them and destroy the 
Egyptians. Soon Danaus returns alone, having moved 
the pity of the Argives, for the assembly was of one 
mind thanks to Zeus working through the eloquence of 
the king (579-603). Thereupon the chorus pray for 
t e prosperity of Argos. Meanwhile Danaus, who has 
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mounted once more the knoll, is gazing seawardb and 
sees the Egyptians approach. Then he departs to 
the city to seek aid, and meantime the chorus prays 
for escape from the loathed embraces of their cousins. 
Soon enter the Egyptian herald and mariners, and 
thereupon the Danaids take refuge once more on the 
mound and cling to the statues. The herald threatens 
and boasts, and finally he proceeds to lay hands upon 
them and drag them away by their hair and garments. 
At this crisis the king of Argos arrives, and after some 
altercation the Egyptians depart, uttering threats of 
vengeance on their masters’ part, whilst the maidens 
make their way to the city, where they will find a 

home. . , , 

Let us now examine the reasons given by the 

chorus for their flight and the grounds on which they 

claim the pity and protection ot Argos. They have 

left E^vpt because they abhor the union with their 

cousins the sons of Aegyptus (9), they describe the 

sons of Aegvptus as a lewd swarm (to-pos vf 3 pi<TT V s), and 

nrav that ''they may perish before they mount bridal 

beds from which immemorial custom debars them: 


-p,V -or< XenTpav ««•' “P7 el 

o-fartpiidufrov -arpa 8 <X<#wiai 
rrjrS* atKOi'Twv 


11. 37 sqq. 


Again the Coryphaeus prays, ‘ Grantnottoyouthful 
lust to find unrighteous consummation but straightway 
spurn all wantonness, and bring to happy pa 

wedlock as - J' a s • kindred who defile their own 
race.’ Finally she tells the long of Argos ) 
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have come ‘through loathing an unblessed wedlock 

there in Egypt’ (326). Such then are the moral 

grounds urged by the chorus in their plea for 
sanctuary. 

J 

m 

But surely to an Athenian audience in the time of 
Isaeus a more futile plea for succour could not have 
been advanced. So far from there being any objection 
in that period to the intermarriage of cousins, the law 
permitted the marriage of half-brdthers and half-sisters 
provided they had not the same mother (ofio/xijTpioi) 
but were sprung from the same father (d^oTrarpun). 
Moreo^ er at Athens if a man left no son, his daughter 
became in a certain sense his heiress (eViVX^os), but 
she realh, as the term means, was nothing more than 
an adscripta glebae, an inseparable appendage to the 
estate. The next of kin could claim her in marriage, 
unless her father had provided otherwise by will. The 
heiress was simply the medium for conveying her father’s 
estate to her own son, for if on her marriage she bore 
two sons, the eldest would become the heir to his 
fathers family, whilst the second might be adopted 
into that of his maternal grandfather and on coming 
of age, if his grandfather were dead, he would succeed 
to the inheritance of which his mother was the heiress. 

Not only could the next of kin claim the heiress, if 
she was still unmarried, but even if a woman was 
already married, and she, by the death of her brother, 
became an heiress to the family property, her next of 
kin could claim her and could compel'her husband 
to gne her up. Again, if a man after his marriage 
became next of kin to an heiress, he might put away 
is wife and marry the heiress. Accordingly then 
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thT^Tir'"thT Danaids that the marriage wi 
their cousins was incestuous would have excite 
nothing but contempt in an Attic audience ot t e time 

of Demosthenes. . 

But had this law of the marriage ot heiresses 

always been the custom at Athens or was it but o 

comparatively recent date? The fact that even in 

classical times when succession was through males 

the claim of a woman, who had no brothers, to 

family land remained paramount points distinct!} to 

a time when all property descended through women. 

There were distinct traditions that m °a>s 

wedlock was unknown at Athens and that ch>ldren 

were named after their mothers. According J 

it was Cecrops who first established the marriage 

^ 1* + Vorrn* it Weis under tins 

bond, whilst, according to \ arro , 

same kin- that the women lost their votes in the 

hlv°and that the children no longer received 
assembly and , ■ the WO men sat 

the mother b na ™ e ' h A double wonder 

in the aSS r o f Ihe e n a g rth at the same time, in one 
sprang out o another water. The king in terror 

the olive tree, and in anotne 



the 0 * ive J" * . “ what he should do. The 

Se,U t0 d that* the olive tree signified Athena, and the 
anS t erPoseWon and that the citizens must choose aiter 

ll' C H tie assembly the men voted for Pose,don. the 
called the assem > ^ there was one „. oman 

women for Ath ' Thereupon Poseidon 

wrath sen^t^e sea'over all the lands of Attica. ~ 



1 n. 6. 

2 a p, Augustin 


. De civitaU Dei xvni. 9- 
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appease the god, the citizens imposed a threefold 
punishment on their women : they were to lose their 
votes, the children were no longer to receive the 

o 

mother’s name, and they were no longer to be called 

J o 

Athenians after the goddess. As McLennan points 
out, this story is a tradition of a genuinely archaic 
state, and cannot have been the invention of a later 


time, for Athena in it represents Mother-right. 

It is clear now that Athens once had the system of 

J 

descent through women which prevails still over wide 
areas of the earth, and which once was the rule in 


a great part of Europe, for instance, with the ancient 
Spaniards, and amongst the ancient peoples on the 
south and east of the Mediterranean, of whom the 


Lycians are the most typical example. The latter 
were allied to the Greeks in blood, and with them 


down to very late times kinship was reckoned through 

women, the children being called after their mothers, 

and the property descending through the female line. 

If a woman cohabited with her slave, the offspring 

were full citizens, but it a free man lived with a foreign 

woman or a concubine, even though he was the first in 

the state, the children had no rights of citizenship, 

whilst, according to Nicolaus Damascenus, they left 

their inheritances to their daughters and not to their 
sons. 


t is then certain that at .Athens tucre naci once 
been a time when descent was traced and property 
passed through females, a fact proved by the circum¬ 
stance that brothers and sisters by the same father 
might marry freely, whilst the union of half-brothers 
and half-sisters sprung from the same mother was con- 
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secute him, though they did not pursue his mother, 
Clytemnestra, in her lifetime for the murder of her 
husband, they reply that ‘She was not of the same 
blood as the man whom she slew.’ 

As Athens once had the older system to which the 
Danaids cling, there must have been a time when 
the older system gradually gave way to that which 
we find fully established in the days of the Attic 
orators. When did this take place ? The question 
of the transition to succession through males instead 

o 

of females plays a central part in the Eumenides. 
In that play the dread goddesses, who are main¬ 
taining the immemorial customs of the land when 
indicting Orestes for the slaying of his mother, lay 
down that the tie between mother and child is especially 
sacred, whilst Apollo is charged by them with over¬ 
throwing primaeval ordinances and introducing strange 
practices, when, in defence of Orestes, he declares on 
the authority of Zeus that the tie between the father 
and the child is much closer. Now, unless the Athenian 
audience in the year 458 B.c. was fully aware that 
succession through females had been the ancient 
practice at Athens, the main point on which the 
triumphal acquittal of Orestes depends would not have 
appealed to them in the slightest degree. We are 
therefore justified in the inference that down to the 
fifth century b.c. there were many survivals of a time 
when succession passed through the female line and 
when the law of exogamy was still a matter of common 
knowledge to the mass of Athenians. 

Now if this was so in 458 b.c. when the Oresteia 
was exhibited, it must have been still more the case 
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when the Snpplices , supposing that we are right in 
considering it the earliest extant play of the poet, was 
composed. Accordingly the plea ot the suppliants 
to be saved from an endogamous marriage with their 
cousins would probably appeal to many in the audience 
who first heard it. The breaking down of ancient 
customs cannot be effected in a few years e\en b) 
a Napoleon, and in an ancient state such as Attica, 
with its numerous small communities rigidly con¬ 
servative. the process of change must indeed have 
been slow and great opposition must have been 
roused in many quarters by the proposals to alter the 
time-honoured methods of tracing forms ot kinship 


and succession. 

I have already given the plea urged by the chorus 
against their marriage with their cousins on the ground 
that such was immoral. In their conversation with 
the kincr of Argos in the lines which it is the object 
of this °paper to expound we find another objection 

equallv strong, one not moral but material rhe 
asks them why they have become suppliants of the 
gods whose images are worshipped at the mound 
w here they have taken sanctuary, bearing their wool- 
wreathed olive boughs. The leader rephes In order 

that I may not become the bondswoman o 
Aegvptus.’ The king asks. ' Is th,s ntereb because 

there is a farm!} quar , «\vh/> would 

She avoids a direct answer by asking 

ourchase relations as owners ?• The king who is no, 
at all a sentimental statesman, rephes. ‘ It is in this 

way that men's power becomes a 8S rand,sed n 
The Coryphaeus declares that she oes 
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to become a bondswoman to her cousins and further¬ 
more she has a great aversion to purchasing with her 
property relations who will in reality be her owners. 
In this she is simply expressing the feelings of the 
Athenian heiresses, who by the new legislation were 
to be treated merely as appendages to the family 
estate, who could not marry whom they pleased, and 
who, even if already married to some other man, 
might, under certain circumstances, be torn from their 
husbands to gratify the cupidity of the next of kin. 

That the poet is alluding to the Attic law relating 
to women is rendered all the more probable by the 
words of the Argive king (362 sqq.): 

€t rot k par overt iratSes A lyvrrrov criOev 

voflip 'jroAcoiS, <f>a(TKovT€S iyyvTOLTa yevous 

etvaiy rls av TotcrS’ dvrtwOrjvac 

oct to t cr€ <j>€vyew Kara voptovs rous oIkoOzv, 

<os ovk l^ouor Kvpos ov8ev aov. 

The king says, ‘ Supposing that the sons of Aegyptus 
have authority over you by the law of your city, 
alleging that they are your nearest of kin, who would 
seek to withstand their right ? Needs be that you 
must plead according to your own country’s laws, that 
they have no authority over you.’ Now as every 
Athenian woman in the later classical period must 
have a Kvpio s, a man who had control over her and 
managed her estate, whether father, brother, or next 
of kin, the use of the term Kvpo s by the king of 
Argos is of great significance, and it confirms the view 
that the chorus are really voicing the objections made 
by the party at Athens, especially women entitled to 
property, not only against the innovations by which 
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they were deprived of managing their estate and 
marrying whom they pleased outside their kindred, 
but also against the new proposal by which the heiress 
was in the power of her next of kin, and thus became 
in the words of the chorus nothing more than his 
bondswoman. Now let us turn to the king’s reply. 
To the rhetorical question of the Coryphaeus, ‘Who 
would purchase relations as masters ?’ the king replies. 

* This is the way in which men’s power is aggrandised. 

What is the meaning of these words which the 
Coryphaeus does not attempt to gainsay ? They mean 
nothing more or less than that, as soon as the rule of 
marriage outside the kin is broken down, the property 
can be kept within the kin instead of continual 
passing to the use of men of other families. In this 
way each genos (like the Rothschilds) can increase 
greatly in wealth and influence. No wonder is it tha 
the Coryphaeus made no reply, for the truth of the 
king’s sententious utterance can be abundant y prove 
from the history of Mediterranean lands So long 
as a tribe is in the hunter state, the rule of exogamy 
leads to little trouble, for there is no property except 
some articles of dress, a few weapons and ornaments, 
and these are usually buried with the dead owners 
With the acquisition of domestic animals and the fi 
a tempts at cultivation difficulties begin to anse. 
"is now property to inherit, and tha, property 
nasses to the daughters and to the men whom the 

daughters '•hooseom sj>l ^ ^ 
for themselves with the da g them a 

their sisters in some cases a, leas g g 
dowry in order to help them to obtain engm p 
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This for instance was the usage amongst the ancient 
Cantabrians in north-west Spain, where we are told by 
Strabo that the daughters inherited the family property, 
but that they dowered out their brothers to the women 
of other families. So long as there is still much un¬ 
occupied land no real pinch would be felt by the sons, 
but when the cultivable land is not of great extent, and 
it is now practically all under occupation, the position 
of the sons becomes precarious. A man may or may 
not secure a wife with a comfortable ‘matrimony.’ If 
he does not, he sees the family property pass with his 
sister or his female cousins to the men of other families, 
whilst he himself wanders where he may as a lackland. 
There is only one way in which he can enjoy the 
family property and that is to marry his cousin or even 
his sister. Some years ago I pointed out in a public 
lecture that this was the true explanation of the strange 
practice of the marriage of brothers and sisters in 
Egypt, not only in the royal family but also amongst 
all grades of the population. These marriages were 
not confined to half-brothers and half-sisters, but as 
is proved abundantly by documents relating to the 
payment of taxes whole brothers and whole sisters 
sprung from the same parents regularly contracted 
marriages. When therefore the Ptolemies married their 
sisters, it was not through a mere freak of depravity, 

but was completely in conformity with the usage of 
their subjects. 

It is now' clear that in the transition from succession 
through females to that through males, which we find 
in the time of Isaeus and Demosthenes, there must have 
been a breaking down of the principle of exogamy. It 





Praelections 


i5 6 ____ 

is not unreasonable to suppose that the first attacks on 
an immemorial social institution of such primary im¬ 
portance would arouse the strongest feeling and would 
only finally succeed after long struggles. 

A. consideration of the law of inheritance in 




other countries of the Eastern Mediterranean 
show us probably the steps which led up to 
position of women, such as we find it to be at the 
end of the fifth century at Athens. In Lycia we saw 
that if a free woman had a child by her slave, it was 
perfectly legitimate, and if a daughter, it would inherit 
the family property. At Athens the heiress was 
nothing more than an appendage inseparably attached 
to the family inheritance. The famous Gortyn laws 
may show us some of the steps by which probably 
Attic law relating to heiresses advanced to the stage 
at which we find it in the days of the Orators. Thus 
at Gortyn, although the sons had the sole rig t to 
the town house, its furniture, and the cattle, the 
daughters shared in the rest of the inheritance, 
each daughter getting half as much as a son. I a 
e irl was an heiress (narpm^Kos), she might marry 
whom she pleased within the limits of her tribe, t 
she was content with the town house, and hall the 
remainder of the estate, the next of km taking the 
other half. If there was no next of kin, the heiress 
light marry any one of her tribe who would have 
hef• if not Y the law lays down that she nnay marry 
whom she can. Again, if a married woman became an 
heiress, she was not compelled to leave her husband 
Uhnncrh she could do so if she pleased. If she 
divolS t husband she was no, always free to 
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marry whom she pleased : for if she was childless she 
must either marry the next of kin, or indemnify him ; 
but if she had already children, she might marry any 
member of her tribe who would have her. So too 
with a widow, if she became an heiress. Though at 
Athens it was obligatory on the next of kin either to 
marry the heiress, or to provide her with a dower if 
she were poor, there was no such obligation at Gortyn, 
for the next of kin was not compelled to marry the 
heiress if he gave up his claim to the estate. Again, 
whereas at Athens the property of the heiress became 
the property of her son as soon as he came of age, 
at Gortyn the mother had the same rights over her 
property that her husband had over his, and as long as 
she lived her children could not divide her property 
against her wish. At her decease it was transmitted 
in the same way as the estate of a man. Finally at 
Gortyn an heiress under certain circumstances could 
marry a serf and the offspring would be legitimate. 

As the Lycians were closely connected in blood 
with Crete, and in fact are said to have been emigrants 

o 

from that island, it would seem that in the Gortyn laws 
respecting the property of heiresses which show far 
more consideration tor the rights of women than those 
of Athens we have not an outcome of more enlightened 

o 

legislation, as is held by Mr Jevons, but rather the 
result of an attempt to advance in the same direction 
as that made by the men at Athens, though in Crete 
the men either did not desire or had not been able to 
encroach so much on the ancient rights of the women. 
The Gortyn code shows us really an earlier stage in 
the transition from exogamy to endogamy than that 






seen at Athens, and we may not be wrong in holding 
that the first steps taken at Athens may not have been 
unlike what we find as the actual state of things in 

Crete or at least at Gortyn. 

Let us return to the lines under discussion. 

meaning of the answer of the king of Argos to the 

Danaids is now clear. • You may not,’ says he. • like 

beino- compelled to marry your kinsmen, but a t e 

same" it is best for the kin, for the family property will 

thereby be kept together, and consequently its power 

and influence will increase. 

When once we realise that the change over trom 

female to male kinship was a burning question at 
Athens in the first half of the fifth century, being 
still of sufficient interest to form the central feature m 
the third play of the great trilog)- of the Orest eta 
.'Sbc we can readilv understand that the audience 
which listened to the Supplies in the opening decades 
of that centurv found in its plot a theme of absorbi g 
interest fo" them, but which would have aroused ,us 
as little feeling in the days of Demosthenes as it doe 

” °Now what was the attitude of Aeschylus himself 

lNO " ... ? It has al wavs been 

towards these social innov aoons. ^ ^ a 

the fashion amongst scholarsi tosp £ * ^ Venture 

great religious and po itica c sdon w j]l lead us 

to think a re-consi eratio s ^ ted the grounds for 

to a different conclusion. reneated reverence for 
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the great proclaimer of a new religious and social 
gospel. It is perfectly true that from first to last the 
power of Zeus and the gods is constantly reiterated 
in all his plays. Thus in the Supplices itself, probably 
his earliest extant work, the chorus at the very 
outset invokes the aid of Zeus, and elsewhere in the 
play Zeus is described as the helper of the helpless, 
as he that helps to right them that suffer wrono- as the 
all-seeing one, whose eyes behold all that is done upon 
earth, and finally as the judge of the wicked after 
death. Zeus, Apollo, Poseidon and Hermes, in the 
order given, have statues on the sacred knoll, where 
the chorus took sanctuary. From the standpoint of 
Aristophanes and his contemporaries Aeschylus may 
indeed be regarded as a conservative. But is he so 
when judged in relation to his own time ? Were Zeus 
and Apollo gods of immemorial reign at Athens? The 
poet himself tells us explicitly in the Prometheus 
Vinctus that new gods have arisen which have upset 
the ancient order of things, and these new gods 
especially are Zeus, the overthrower of the Titan brood, 
and his son Apollo. In the Eumeuides the Erinyes 
complain that Zeus and Apollo are upsetting the old 
order of things, whilst they declare that they themselves 
are trying to uphold the ancient customs of the land, 
such as kinship traced through the mother. The 
dramatist could never have dared to spealc thus of 
Zeus and Apollo unless his audience were well aware 
that the two great deities were but new-comers into 
Athens. Moreover a striking confirmation of the 
statement of Aeschylus is furnished by an examination 
of the shrines of the gods at Athens. Though, as we 
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know from Homer, Athena had her home on the 
Acropolis in the * strong house of Erechtheus, ) ct 
down to the latest days neither Zeus nor Apollo had 
a temple on that famous citadel. Though Zeus in 
later times had managed to annex an altar in front 
of the north door of the Erechtheum, down to the 
last he never could find entrance into the great temple 
itself, in which Athena and Poseidon reigned. Again 
the names of the temples built in honour of Zeus and 
Apollo in other parts of the city show clearly that they 
were adventitious and not indigenous deities. That 
of Zeus was called the Olympieum, whilst those of 
Apollo were termed respectively the Pythium and the 
Delphinium, showing that the cult of Zeus was derived 
from Olympus in Thessaly, whilst that of Apollo had 

been introduced from Delphi. 

Moreover, the Zeus temple was not of ancient date, 
for we know that it was begun by the despot Peisistratus 
in the plain south-east of the Acropolis about the 
middle of the sixth century b.c, but so mdifferen 

as a whole were the Athenians to the worship of 

• r u r ,.-hilst Pericles lavished vast sums 

Farcheno,, and even when utterly exhaust*! 
towards the close of the Peloponnesian War the 
Athenians spent a large sum in 

theum—the home of Athena and Poseidon-) et the 
temple of the Father of gods and men, though almost 

completed by the munificence of Antiochua Ethanes 

74 »-c.. ™-not finished, unn t eo, Hadnan.^ 

in relic-ion. he is the champion of the gods Zeus and 
Apollo against the dread dark betngs revered ,n 


f 
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primitive Athens, which are upheld by the Eumenides 
in the play named after them. The Fur ies held that 
there could be no mercy for the shedding of kindred 
blood, but Apollo on the authority of his father Zeus 
proclaims that the sinner after due purification can 
meet with pardon and forgiveness. Again, in that 
same play, though Athena is made to declare herself 
altogether the child of Zeus, yet at no distant date, 
as we know from Herodotus, she had been always 
held to be the daughter of Poseidon, who continued 
down to the last, as we have just seen, to share with 
her the Erechtheum. According to Herodotus it 
was only quite late that she became wroth with 
Poseidon, repudiated him as her father and affiliated 
herself to Zeus. Nor are we without some hint as 
to the time and cause for the introduction of the 
new doctrines into Athens. We have just seen that 
it was Peisistratus who laid the foundations of the 
temple of Zeus, and it is familiar to all scholars 
that it was under that same despot that the study 
of the Homeric poems assumed an active form at 
Athens. In these poems, though Athena may play 
a prominent part, Poseidon is but of very secondary 
rank, whilst Zeus the All-father and Apollo his son are 
the chief divinities of the Acheans. In these poems 
likewise descent was reckoned by males amongst the 
Acheans, and the sanctity of the marriage tie holds 
a foremost place as, for instance, in the case of Penelope. 
So far then from Aeschylus being a conservative 
in religion, he was the proclaimer of a new gospel 

tvhich centred round Zeus and Apollo whose Testament 
was the Iliad and the Odyssey. 
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To Aeschylus the religious conceptions of the 
Homeric poems and their loftier morality came as a 
revelation. In the old world of which the Eumemdes 
were the champions the worship of the dead, that is 
of the mere local ancestor, was all-pervading. To the 


cr. 

&* 


imagination of Aeschylus the Achean Zeus, the ot er- 
thrower of the Titans and all the dark powers which 
had brooded over primaeval Athens, was a perfect 
illumination. Instead of narrow local fetish cults of 
dead heroes and heroines came the conception ol the 
All-father, the All-seeing one, whose eyes were in every 
place beholding both the evil and the good, and 
helping them to right that suffer wrong, punishing 
the guilty, yet having mercy and forgiveness for them 
that & deserved it. Henceforward with him, although 
the spirits of the dead that dwell in the graves beneath 
the earth may be capable of wreaking dreadful ven¬ 
geance. yet there was a greater power whose force and 
controlling influence was as wide as the firmament itself. 

Yet the Achean gods had not merely brought into 
Athens a gospel of mercy and forgiveness for the 
sinner, but along with their cult came a social doctrine 
strange and repulsive to the ancient goddesses of the 
land. When Apollo asks the Eumemdes why the) 
had not punished Clytemnestra for murdering her 
husband, they reply that as he was ^ a different ^5 
from hers, it was not a case of the shedding of kind e 
blood. Apollo answers, ‘What, are the sacred pledges 
of Hera Teleia and Zeus of none effect in your eyes, 
nor those of Aphrodite, the giver of the greatest joys 


to men ? 

In other 


words Apollo is simply urging the 
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doctrine of the sanctity of marriage as seen amongst 

the Acheans of Homer. On the other hand in Hesiod 

the marriage bond is unknown amongst the gods, but 

as Aristotle says that men make not merely the forms 

of the gods like unto their own, but also their lives, 

we may infer that, with the people amongst whom the 

Theogony was shaped, the marriage bond was but of a 

lax form. But as amongst the Homeric Acheans the 

marriage bond is held sacred, we may have little doubt 

that the Upo<s ya/ios, the sacred rite of marriage, 

celebrated between Zeus and Hera, each year at 

Argos, and probably in every community in Greece, 

"as the outcome ot the religion of Zeus. It is 

clear from the discussion between the Eumenides 

and Apollo that the marriage bond was not held sacred 

in ancient Athens, but that it was only introduced 

along with the worship of Zeus and Apollo. But 

as succession through males is only possible when 

the marriage bond has been firmly established, the 

final decision of Athena in the Eumenides in favour 

of doser affinity of the child to the father than to the 

mother is but a natural corollary to the doctrine of the 
sanctity of marriage. 

“ S n ,°", return to 'he trilogy of which the 
Suppiices is held to be the first play. We saw that 

although the conclusion of that drama pointed to the 

kin ,2 i„ the “"“S ° f marriage ° utside the 

the' ons „ a P y tHe tables " ere 'ttrned, for 

me sons of Aegyptus vanquished the Aro-.W j 
cousins and the murder of all the husband's sTveTynceuI 
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spared bv the splcndide tncndax H\permnestra. 
came the third play, the Danaides , in which the trial 
of Hypermnestra for disobeying her father and sparing 
her young consort was probably the central feature. 
We know for certain that Aphrodite herself came 
forward as advocate for Hypermnestra and triumphantly 
vindicated her action, on the ground that she was 
completely justified by love towards her young husband. 

We have just seen that Apollo in the Eumemdes 
asks the Erinnys had she no regard for the sacred 
marriage rites of Hera and Zeus and for Aphrodite. 
Here In the earlier trilogy Aeschylus himself had 
alreadv justified the breaking down of an artificial social 
svstem bv the all-conquering power of love. Aeschylus 
was then'no rigid conservative, but rather the apostle of 
a new and loftier religion, the proclaimer ot a nobler 
and a purer morality, and the advocate ot a more 
advanced and stable social system. 
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